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Preface 


Because anti-war sentiment is gathering genuinely popular momentum, sorne 
of the basic assumptions which animated our involvement in Southeast Asia 
will necessarily receive detailed scrutiny. As newspapers expose the duplicity 
which sustained and nourished the Vietnam commitment, as television talk 
shows dramatize the bitterness and disillusionment of returning servicemen, 
and as the academic community seriously reconsiders the requirements of 
foreign policy, the public will become increasingly conscious of what have 
been the motivations, options, and decisions of our military and political 
leaders and of the consequences of their actions. Hopefully, such an expo¬ 
sure will impel a public reappraisal of the cold war shibboleths held so self- 
righteously by many in this country, yet will not permit the nation to suc¬ 
cumb to an orgy of simplistic and gratifying recrimination. Guided by a 
sense of urgency but without relying on expediency, those who undertake 
such a task must remain diligent and objective without sacrificing candor 
and, more importantly, must exhibit the determination to assess the past 
honestly, to appraise the present, and to prepare for the future. And if the 
policies and actions of those who lead this country require judicial review, 
then this must be faced forthrightly and without glib moralizing or facile 
rationalization. 

Unquestionably, as the reappraisal begins, individual political and mili¬ 
tary leaders will be maligned. Stubbornly held myths will be destroyed 
and a search for scapegoats, war criminals, back-stabbers, etc., will be tempt¬ 
ing. Yet if the effort is important enough to be made, then as a people. 
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Preface 

Americans must not yield to demagoguery, rely on single-factor explana¬ 
tions, or condone vendettas. And if it is assumed that the nation will not 
descend to the anti-heroics which typified McCarthyism, then it must also 
be presumed that those who presently represent the political-military estab¬ 
lishment will not contrive to restrict the public’s right to know or to dismiss 
blandly the inhumanity of this war. 

Dissent against the Vietnam policies of the United States ranges from 
moral outrage through practical concerns about the war’s domestic effects 
to dissatisfaction with the war’s length and disappointing results. These vary¬ 
ing sentiments share one basic characteristic: they all express disdain for the 
participation, policies, or practices of the United States. However, another 
perspective deserves equal attention. Few Americans appreciate or consider 
the enemy’s motivation and strategy. Thus, most neglect the distinct possi¬ 
bility that the nationalistic tenacity of the NLF/PRG—not the support of 
Hanoi, Peking, or Moscow—may have had a decisive influence on this 
country’s failure to accomplish its objectives, however vague and mutable. 
Consequently, a well-balanced assessment must weigh the perspectives and 
strategies of both contenders. 

The tendency to obscure the strategy of the NLF/PRG is abundantly 
evident in the terminology used by the bureaucrats and even by scholars; 
it reflects a conscious unwillingness to acknowledge the sine qua non of 
the conflict: the sociological dimensions and underlying political causes of 
the “insurgency.” To classify the Vietnam war as an insurgency-in which 
the authority of a particular regime is challenged—rather than a revolution- 
in which the legitimacy of an entire social structure is contested—portrays 
Vietnamese history and society fatuously and selectively. This surrealistic 
distortion has tragically transformed a Vietnamese conflict into a Vietnam- 
ese-American war. 

This anthology will offer the reader an in-depth, trenchant appraisal of 
these aspects of revolutionary guerrilla war. Taken together the essays pro¬ 
vide a solid beginning for a journey toward an understanding of the revo¬ 
lutionary ferment and strategy rife in the Third World. And without such 
a journey as an integral dimension of the Vietnam critique, this country 
cannot avoid a future maelstrom. 

Martin J. Sattler 

'Nenx) York 
June, 
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,. .Trying to stop a revolutionary movement by troops in the field 
is like using a broom to hold back a great ocean. 

Woodrow Wilson, Paris, 1919 

This book is about the modern phenomenon of revolutionary war, also 
commonly referred to as “insurgency,” “guerrilla war,” “People’s War,” 
or “war of national liberation.” Despite the enormous amount of commen¬ 
tary on the Indochina War, few writers have dealt systematically with the 
nature of revolutionary war, its dynamics, or its international repercus¬ 
sions. The following essays offer some important and unusual perspective 
on these aspects of revolutionary war, a phenomenon all too relevant to 
the future, especially in Latin America and Asia. 

The Indochina War has been very different from past American wars 
for many reasons. Whatever their other misperceptions, policy-makers and 
military leaders have never adjusted to the special circumstances of revo¬ 
lutionary war. The conventional American military response to the political 
challenges of revolutionary war has mistakenly been labeled “counter¬ 
insurgency,” while the sociological nature and underlying historical causes 
of the “insurgency” have been neglected. Thus the American strategy has 
wrongly employed firepower and large-scale military operations to the 
detriment of somewhat more rational political, social, and economic sub¬ 
sidiary programs of “counter-insurgency.” The communists, however, have 
not been engaged in “insurgency”; they have been making revolution. Their 
revolutionary movement has successfully endured the application of tre¬ 
mendous military force by the world’s most powerful nation. 
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Introduction 


Many critics have observed that this conventional military response to 
revolutionary war has been shaped and sustained by a militarized American 
political culture which continues to reflect the rigid psychology of the 
Cold War era. This political culture, perhaps best characterized by “tech¬ 
nological anti-communism,” conditions the biases and perceptions, and 
therefore the policy outputs, of the political system; manifests itself in a 
militarized foreign policy; and stimulates American interventionism around 
the globe. Additionally, the constitutional structure of the American for¬ 
eign policy-making process itself—“an invitation to conflict”—often has 
decidedly detrimental effects upon policy outputs and their execution. 
Indeed, inefficiency and conflict between and within the Legislative and 
Executive branches are the constitutionally established characteristics of 
American foreign policy-making. Foreign policy outputs also seem non- 
Clausewitzian: instead of military strategy being tailored to political objec¬ 
tives, the reverse has more usually been true, at least since 1941. Policy 
consensus must be built in spite of competing bureaucratic vested interests 
inherent in a pluralistic political system of dispersed, shared powers and 
responsibilities. The consequent necessity for bargaining, compromise, and 
“incrementalism” places a premium upon the effective communication of 
information within the system, but bureaucratic conflict and the Cold War 
ideology have a distorting effect on information transmission and percep¬ 
tions of reality. Thus, the critique runs, within the environmental con¬ 
straints imposed by the militarized political culture and the uncoordinated 
institutional structures of the foreign policy-making process, the Indochina 
War policy and its execution through contradictory strategies can ulti¬ 
mately be seen as the product of bureaucratic politics—especially inter¬ 
service rivalry. Many critics conclude that broadly defined “national inter¬ 
ests” are often adversely affected in this process; illusory ends are pursued 
by unjustifiable means. Beyond the failure to achieve our objectives in Indo¬ 
china, the direct consequences of the Draconian American intervention in 
a revolutionary war have obviously been grossly counter-productive do¬ 
mestically: economic dislocation, severe political cleavages, erosion of con¬ 
fidence in the political system itself, increasing governmental authoritari¬ 
anism, exacerbation of racial conflict, and charges of atrocities. Historically, 
the politics of revolutionary wars have not been confined by national boun¬ 
daries but have had far-reaching effects. Expeditionary forces have more 
often met defeat at home than in the field. 

In the first essay, Professor Eqbal Ahmad presents an interesting ideo¬ 
logical analysis of revolutionary war, arguing that interservice rivalry and 
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American bureaucratic misapprehension of revolutionary war have resulted 
in four competing and incompatible approaches to “counter-insurgency”- 
each of which cancels out the others and all of which together are inade¬ 
quate to crush revolution. These four approaches can be seen as clear 
manifestations of the militarized political culture. His analysis lays bare the 
inadequacies of bureaucratic information processing, the cognitive disso¬ 
nance embodied in “bureaucratic truths,” and the often mutually exclusive 
outcomes of bureaucratic politics. Ahmad’s discussion of revolutionary war 
might be compared with a somewhat similar analysis in Sir Robert Thomp¬ 
son’s three books and with the works of Eric Wolf. 

Additionally, Ahmad analyzes some of the inevitable domestic repercus¬ 
sions of intervention in a revolutionary war, which his own situation per¬ 
haps exemplifies. Unfortunately, he was unable to update his discussion of 
these effects to include such phenomena as civilian surveillance by Army 
Intelligence, the tragic events of May 1970 on college campuses, the rash of 
bombings by the alienated Left, or the divisive 1970 Congressional cam¬ 
paigns. He notes some significant parallels between the Algerian War and 
the current Indochina War. While inquiry into the disturbing possibility 
of American war crimes in Indochina is a matter of legitimate public con¬ 
cern, Professor Ahmad’s specific allegation is his own responsibility. 

In the second essay, Ambassador Robert W[ Komer presents an excellent 
historical summary of American “counter-insurgency” pacification efforts 
in Vietnam, focusing on some often-ignored and misunderstood construc¬ 
tive programs of “nation-building.” He argues that despite the war’s enor¬ 
mous political, military, economic, and psychic costs, there are some grounds 
for guarded optimism. Komer’s interpretation of revolution in Vietnam and 
recent American—South Vietnamese policies affecting the villages, the his¬ 
toric foundation of Vietnamese society and politics, might be contrasted to 
the works of John T McAlister, Jr. and Paul Mus. The conflict between the 
American military and civilian agencies over the strategic priority of the 
political, social, and economic pacification programs of “counter-insur¬ 
gency” is apparent in Komer’s discussion. 

Certain other related factors in the American approach to the Indochina 
War have been widely noted: our enthnocentric failure to benefit from 
British or French experience with revolutionary warfare or to understand 
the Vietnamese environment; our failure to learn from the Moro and 
Banana Wars” and from our “loss” of China in a similar revolutionary war; 
the necessary emphasis of “pacification” upon temporary amelioration of 
the rural effects of the contradictory “big unit war” (such as the “genera- 
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tion” by search and destroy operations of over three million refugees) 
rather than upon the protection and counter-mobilization of the peasantry; 
the failure to neutralize the crucial Viet Cong infrastructure; the lack of 
unity of command or of a political Proconsul; the operational constraints 
of conventional war doctrines, tactics, and training; the political, military, 
and economic ramifications of the oversized ARVN; etc. Furthermore, it 
should be clear that sovereignty, legitimacy, and democracy cannot be pro¬ 
vided to one government by another, and that the expenditure of twice the 
bomb tonnage of World War II has contributed little to this effort. These 
factors should be forthrightly evaluated. 

In the third essay, M. Jean Baechler, a colleague of Raymond Aron, de¬ 
lineates some of the historical lessons of French experience with revolu¬ 
tionary war in Indochina and Algeria. Had the U.S. taken cognizance of 
the military history of the French, a tragic and needless duplication of 
errors, including intervention itself, might have been avoided in Vietnam. 
Baechler skillfully employs Clausewitzian maxims in analyzing revolu¬ 
tionary war and French operations, concluding that the defensive strategic 
advantages, political and military, of a popularly-based revolutionary move¬ 
ment are insuperable. Perhaps his most important point is that intervention 
in a revolutionary war by a pluralistic, democratic nation inevitably erodes 
and perverts (both at home and in the client state) the very democratic 
principles in the name of which the war is being prosecuted. 

Professor Walter W Goldstein offers a penetrating analysis of the Amer¬ 
ican political system in light of the second Indochina War, concluding 
pessimistically that because countervailing powers cannot be mobilized 
within the institutional structure of the government, the Executive’s monop¬ 
oly of war-making powers will impel the nation into future counter-revo¬ 
lutionary interventions. While Ahmad and Baechler view the warping of 
democratic processes as a direct result of counter-revolutionary interven¬ 
tions, Goldstein sees a reverse causality. He views the foreign and domestic 
power of the Defense Department as a pervasive cultural phenomenon. He 
would argue that the causes of our intervention and subsequent failure in 
Indochina were the organization and structure of our institutions and the 
militarization of “Manifest Destiny.” The work of Colonel James A Dono¬ 
van and General David Shoup provides supporting evidence, as do recent 
revelations in the news media. If, indeed, a compulsion toward global in¬ 
tervention in the wave of revolutionary wars forecast by many for the 
Third World’s future is inherent in the American political system, then it 
is cause for some concern that the government has not even acknowledged 
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the tactical lessons of present failures or designed a realistic counter-revo¬ 
lutionary war strategy to correct the huge disadvantages of the conventional 
response which continues to mire the U.S. in Vietnam. 

Finally, John H. Hoagland discusses some little-known consequences of 
great power military aid programs in the Third World. The frequency with 
which American-supplied weapons inadvertently fall into the hands of revo¬ 
lutionaries should be noted by advocates of the application of the Nixon 
Doctrine. Hoagland also outlines the ill-fated development of “counter¬ 
insurgency” strategy during the New Frontier and offers some interesting 
speculations on the entire spectrum of future political violence from urban 
terrorism to revolutionary wars. 

Thoughtful Americans are beginning to comprehend the vast domestic 
and international implications of a counter-revolutionary foreign policy, 
particularly its domestic costs in potential repression and in lost opportuni¬ 
ties for social reform. Given the great inertia of a political culture nurtured 
by a powerful “national security” complex, given the resulting counter¬ 
revolutionary foreign policy, and given the counter-productive conse¬ 
quences of the execution of this foreign policy by competing bureaucracies, 
some critics have suggested the obsolescence of our present constitutional 
and institutional governmental structure. In the absence of reconstructive 
statesmanship to revive the countervailing powers provided for in the Con¬ 
stitution and to redefine our international role, critics argue that the pre¬ 
vailing American role as counter-revolutionary superpower in the inter¬ 
national state system will exercise a continuing determinism upon our 
constitutional processes and domestic politics, increasingly warping democ¬ 
racy and leading toward reactionary political authoritarianism. A thorough 
understanding of the complex dynamics of revolutionary war could lead 
to the abandonment of a counter-revolutionary foreign policy or, barring 
that, at least to greater bureaucratic coordination and effectiveness in the 
execution of what may be inevitable future interventions by the United 
States. 

David S. Sullivan 

New York 
June^ 7 ^ 7 / 
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EQBAL AHMAD 


Revolutionary War and 
Counter-Insurgency 


I. The Nature of Revolutionary Warfare 

Occupied nations and oppressed peoples have resorted to guerrilla war¬ 
fare throughout recorded history. But only in modern times has it become 
the acknowledged weapon of the weak, a symbol of our age registering 
successes no less than setbacks from China to Cuba, Malaya to Mozambi¬ 
que. Some 28 prolonged guerrilla insurgencies were reported by the 
Pentagon in 1958, 42 in 1965, and in 1969 about 50 were underway.^ Its 
unprecedented popularity symbolizes the progressive severance of tra¬ 
ditional social and economic links, the rapid erosion of authority, and a 
profound moral explosion among the disinherited, disenchanted masses 
in underdeveloped countries. It indicates the increasingly perceptible gap 
between the poor and the rich, between the coercive military capabilities 
of the rulers, and the desperate, determined resistance of the ruled. It also 

^For 1958-1965 figures, see Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing 
Societies (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1968), p. 4. 


Eqbal Ahmad is a Fellow at the Adlai Stevenson Institute in Chicago and an edi¬ 
tor of Africasia, a Paris-based journal of the Third World. Accepting full legal re¬ 
sponsibility for this article, he is now one of the defendants in the “Kissinger kid¬ 
napping conspiracy case,” and notes his inability to update his conclusion, completed 
in summer, 1969 . 

Section I is adapted from the forthcoming book, edited by Rod Aya and Norman 
Miller, NATIONAL LIBERATION: REVOLUTION IN THE THIRD WORLD 
(New York: Free Press, due March, 1971). Section II is adapted from Eqbal Ahmad’s 
forthcoming book, REACTION AND REVOLUTION IN THE THIRD WORLD 
(New York: Pantheon). 
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constitutes man’s supreme challenge to the awesome power of modern 
machines. Vietnam and Algeria are cases in point. Small, underdeveloped 
nations, they engaged two of the most advanced and murderous war ma¬ 
chines of our time, and defeated the presumption of collective technol¬ 
ogy. Their incredible victories are lasting monuments to the power of 
politics and to the unconquerable will and indomitable spirit of man. 

Interest in guerrilla warfare has developed rapidly in the U.S. The sub¬ 
ject is studied with a sense of urgency in universitities no less than in mili¬ 
tary schools, by policy makers no less than by professors and journalists, 
for America’s security and power are believed to be at stake. In general, 
this belief is based on two assumptions and at least one serious misconcep¬ 
tion. It assumes that the Vietnamese situation is typical, historically and 
politically, of other underdeveloped countries, and that American policy 
toward other Third World nations would be comparable to the one pur¬ 
sued in Vietnam. The misconception concerns the nature of revolutionary 
warfare. 

The organizers of guerrilla warfare give prime attention, in practice 
no less than in theory, to the human factor. T. E. Lawrence (of Arabia) 
spoke of guerrilla war in terms of “the algebraic element of things, the 
biological element of life, and the psychological element of ideas.”^ Al¬ 
though Lawrence’s goals were essentially military, military considerations 
constituted for him only one-third of the problem of organizing and sus¬ 
taining guerrilla troops. Tito noted “the relative unimportance of geograph¬ 
ical factors in the development of a rising. The basic factor is studious 
political work, the attitude of the mass of people and the fighting leadership 
—if these are present the population would fight to the last man.”^ Mao 
Tse-tung states “because guerrilla warfare basically derives from the 
masses and is supported by them, it can neither exist nor flourish if it 
separates itself from their sympathies and cooperation.”^ This belief in 
the necessity of commanding popular support governs the movement 
through all stages of its development, and the point is hammered into 
the combatants by various means including the use of popular dictums. 
“The populace is for the revolutionaries what water is for the fish” is the 
famous dictum of Mao; and the Japanese, with unparallelled honesty, 
called their brutal North China operations “the draining of water.” 

^T. E. Lawrence, “Guerrilla Warfare,” Encyclopaedia Britannica (14th Edition), 
Vol 10, p. 951. 

® Vladimir Dedijer, With Tito Through the War: Partisan Diary (London; Ham¬ 
ilton, 1951), pp. 341-342. 

^Samuel B. Griffith, Brig. Gen. USMC (ret.), translator, Mao Tse-tung on Guer¬ 
rilla Warfare (New York: Praeger, 1961), p. 44. 
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“The peasant is for the revolution what air is for life,” ran an Algerian 
dictum; and, in impotent rage, the French army tortured peasants and 
napalmed villages in a relentless ratissage that lasted more than seven years 
and cost about a million innocent lives. (In Vietnam the inability of the 
Saigon government and American troops to hold territory even during 
the day—which absolves them of responsibility toward the population— 
and greater reliance on air power, make for even less selective, if more 
efficient, massacre of civilians.) 

The guerrilla concern with mass support is understandable even on 
purely military grounds. Mobility, for example, depends on the availabil¬ 
ity of food, shelter, road gangs, labor for laying mines and booby traps, 
messengers and stretcher bearers—services which require active and 
clandestine civilian cooperation right under the enemy’s nose. Mobility 
allows the guerrillas to surprise the enemy as well as to dodge him. Good 
information on enemy movements and plans enables the guerrillas to 
choose their time and place for ambush and to escape anti-guerrilla mop¬ 
ping-up operations. Intelligence depends on intimate contacts with the 
population to the extent that it develops into a widely based rebel infra¬ 
structure which includes women, old men, and children. (The young spies 
who sit on trees to signal the approach of Marines and ARVN soldiers 
are daily casualties, and are counted as dead Vietcong. Try terrorizing 
a child into obedience, or a mother into sending her son to death.) Lastly, 
popular support is essential because the disparity of military strength 
rules out a clear-cut victory by the insurgents. The struggle tends to be a 
war of attrition in which the guerrillas’ morale is their ultimate trump 
card, and morale cannot be sustained in isolation from one’s people. His¬ 
tory confirms the sovereignty of the human factor in revolutionary war¬ 
fare. 

The Algerian revolution, the least studied in this country though it 
comes closest to the Vietnamese situation, became a political success, al¬ 
though a military failure, when de Gaulle negotiated independence. The 
French military effort in Algeria was formidable. A total of some 800,000 
troops (500,000 army regulars, 300,000 militia and police, not counting the 
powerful minority of a million armed French citizens hostile to the national¬ 
ists) in a population of nine million Muslims (one soldier for eleven Al¬ 
gerians) were tied down by a guerrilla force whose number did not ex¬ 
ceed 35,000 regular combatants (a ratio of 23:1). In 1958 the construction 
of the Morice and Challe electrified fences, guarded by a military cordon 
across the frontier, had turned the flow of arms and men to trickles. 
More than two million people were moved into “regroupment centers” 
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(a euphemism for concentration camps), and torture and napaiming of 
villages were widely practiced. By 1961 the inside guerrillas had been re¬ 
duced to some 5,000, and their ability to engage the French at will had 
markedly declined. But France faced a sullen Algerian population that it 
had conquered but could not rule. It outfought the F.L.N. but the latter 
continued to outadminister and “illegitimize” the French. A senior French 
official told me with a note of incomprehension that the “Algerians have 
developed a suicidal complex.” 

Why did the Algerian peasants risk, for seven remorseless years, their 
lives, the honor of their women, and the security of their paltry belong¬ 
ings? Nationalism alone could not explain their violent and resolute rejec¬ 
tion of French rule. In no other colony, except Indochina, did the move¬ 
ment for independence take so violent a turn. And why did the peasants 
not respond earlier to the militants’ calls to arms? The time was not “ripe,” 
one of the historic chiefs of the Algerian revolution told me. There had 
been riots, demonstrations, and in 1948 what amounted to a spontaneous 
insurrection in Constantine. These events occur where foreign rule is re¬ 
sented, where acute grievances exist and institutional channels for venti¬ 
lating and satisfying them are ineffective. These spontaneous and periodic 
disturbances as expressions of frustration over social and economic condi¬ 
tions are a necessary but not a sufficient condition for guerrilla revolu¬ 
tion. Revolutionary warfare does not require simply discontent among 
the masses but a sense of desperation and a grim determination to end in¬ 
justice and humiliation. It demands patience with prolonged suffering, and 
a determined conspiracy of silence and militancy. 

A people can summon up that resolution only if they feel morally 
alienated from their rulers, when the latter’s very title to authority be¬ 
gins to be actively rejected by the masses. As an Algerian leader asserted, 
“the success of a revolutionary war is predicated upon the continual and 
increasing moral isolation of the enemy. When it becomes total the war has 
been won, for the population will then fight to the last man.” Later, other 
Algerian leaders told me that they had devoted a greater effort to fighting 
the French promises of eventual independence and reforms than to fight¬ 
ing the military. The Algerians became increasingly alienated from the 
French as the latter increased their military effort, which in revolutionary 
warfare means large-scale killing of civilians (if for no other reason than 
because the guerrilla is indistinguishable from other peasants), and the 
F.L.N. became more confident of winning not the military battles but the 
revolutionary war. 

In the language of contemporary social science “moral isolation” will 
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be translated as the loss of “legitimacy”—a crucial though badly defined 
and vastly misused term. A brief look at the nature of legitimacy, the 
causes of its erosion, and the problems of its re-creation is necessary to 
the understanding of revolutionary warfare. 

Legitimacy as viewed here is not just a matter of beliefs and sentiments. 
It can be produced or snatched away neither by conspiracy, political con¬ 
ditioning nor by bargaining, neither by feats of organization nor by sym¬ 
bolic manipulation. It refers to that crucial and ubiquitous factor in politics 
which invests power with authority. Its erosion generally marks the in¬ 
creasing shift of citizens from obeying authority to rebelling against it. 
Its breakdown always heralds the arrival of revolution, for unlike rebels— 
who normally protest only the failures and excesses of existing authority 
rather than question its right to existence and who seek to redress specific 
wrongs rather than remodel society after a new pattern—revolutionaries 
challenge the existing system’s very title to rule. They question the legiti¬ 
macy of the entire system and seek new bases of authority in new values 
as well as in new political and economic arrangements. 

Legitimacy comes to governments and other institutions of power 
when their constitutents recognize their claim to authority in some prin¬ 
ciple or source outside them, or when citizens actively and meaningfully 
participate in the processes of governments, i.e., when .there is a maxi¬ 
mum of self-government. Above all, legitimacy is assured to the extent 
that the relatonships and processes promoted by the system of power are 
responsive to the needs created by the system of production. In order to 
be legitimate, power must find an operative ideological justification—in 
the divine right of kings, the mandate of heaven, the sanctity of priests, 
or the superiority of lords; in constitutions stressing the principle of dem¬ 
ocratic consent, or in the dictatorship of the proletariat. But its functional 
validity comes from the concurrence of economic and social forces and 
needs with political institutions and relationships. The title to authority 
comes into question when changes in the system of production (includ¬ 
ing technology) alter the basic configuration of economic and social re¬ 
lationships. New knowledge, values, and classes destroy the presurnp- 
tions of the old, and new ideologies offer alternatives to the existing sys¬ 
tem. As old institutions and processes inevitably begin failing to fulfill 
new needs and to satisfy new forces in society, the crisis of legitimacy 
begins. Under propitious circumstances the crisis may be resolved 
through reformist renovations. More often revolutions produce a new 
legitimacy for new systems of power. 

The conditions leading to revolutions, then, are not produced by con- 
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spiracy. They are inherent in the dislocations and demands produced 
by rapid social change, and are predicated upon the failure of the ruling 
elites to respond to the needs of repudiating the old and forging new in¬ 
stitutions and relationships. In underdeveloped countries today, the su¬ 
perimposition and infiltration of modern technology, industrial structures, 
and values are drastically altering the social and economic configurations 
which had, in the traditional agrarian order, assured the legitimacy of 
authoritative institutions and circumscribed discontent within the bound¬ 
aries of religiosity and rebellion. These countries are witnessing a fun¬ 
damental shift in the equation of the human condition; this change has 
produced a situation in which the traditional and colonial political proc¬ 
esses and formal structures of control are at war with the conditions nec¬ 
essary for authority. In an excellent exposition of this development. Pro¬ 
fessor Eric Wolf has described the crisis of legitimacy as “a triple crisis 
generated by the demographic pressure, ecological disequilibrium, and 
the weakening of social ties connecting hinterland and center.”® 

The underdeveloped countries are experiencing a triple dislocation— 
political, social, and economic—in telescoped time. Politically, this dislo¬ 
cation is marked by the erosion of traditional authority, an increasing 
search for freedom from domination by foreigners as well as native 
oligarchies, by the gradual rise to political consciousness of a hitherto 
complacent and atomized peasantry, by their hook-up with modern, ideo¬ 
logical counter-elites, and their growing collective expectation of justice, 
opportunity, and participation in national life. Socially, it is characterized 
by the emergence of new classes (urban workers, the crucial but under¬ 
analyzed lumpenproletariat, and a new middle class), and by cleavages 
of worldviews between generations and classes whereby the young and 
the disinherited reject the old values and agencies of socialization in favor 
of new ones. Among its economic manifestations is the demand not 
only for rapid, balanced economic development, but also for the equal 
distribution of wealth; and for the distribution of austerity where there 
is not enough wealth to distribute. 

In ideological terms the triangular character of this revolution is indi¬ 
cated by the simultaneous appeal of nationalism, populism, and socialism 

movements which were historically separate and, at first, even mutual¬ 
ly exclusive in Europe. The overall result of this development has been a 
moral explosion among the masses. Men no longer accept misery, exploi¬ 
tation, and inequality as ordained by God. The myth of divine rulers 

Wolf, “Peasant Problems and Revolutionary Warfare,” (Paper presented to 
the Third Annual S.S.C., New York, September 10, 1967). 
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and superior races has exploded, alternative ways of ordering life and 
labor are increasingly understood to be available, and people believe that 
change in the old order of things is not only possible, but just, and 
therefore necessary. 

The pressures for changes in political, economic, and social relation¬ 
ships inevitably lead to a confrontation with those whose interests lie in 
the maintenance of the status quo. In countries and colonies whose rqlers 
are willing to abdicate their monopoly of power and privileges, where 
genuine reforms are introduced and new institutions begin to provide 
for a sharing of power and responsibility, the change is effected in an or¬ 
derly (if not entirely peaceful) and democratic manner. Periodic and lim¬ 
ited violence occurs, mainly in the cities, and is often exploited by aspir¬ 
ing politicians. But organized violence of the type used in revolutionary 
warfare is discouraged, rarely breaks out, and so far has not succeeded 
in a single country where the government made a genuine and timely 
effort to satisfy the grievances of the people. Nor has it succeeded in 
countries where the rulers have maintained some contact with the masses 
or where there were institutions and mechanisms through which one 
could hope to influence and change the existing system. It was the relative 
willingness to accept change, rather than the lessons in liberalism alleged¬ 
ly taught their subjects, that explains the comparatively orderly liquida¬ 
tion of the British Empire. (In independent India the communist upris¬ 
ing of Telingana failed not because the Indian masses have few n|eds, 
but because India’s leaders, the Congress Party, and the nascent parliaments 
had legitimacy and held some promise for change. Similarly, India’s 
troubles in Kashmir, Nagaland, and with the Mitzo tribes point not to the 
potency of community subversion, but to what happens when a govern¬ 
ment finds little moral support among a people.) 

When a ruling class resists fundamental reforms (which entail reduc¬ 
tion, if not liquidation, of its power and privileges), its confrontation 
with the new political forces becomes increasingly violent. A regime un¬ 
willing to satisfy popular aspirations begins to lose legitimacy. Coercion 
increasingly becomes its primary instrument of assuring obedience; “law 
and order” becomes the favorite phrase of governing groups. The rev¬ 
olutionary forces deliberately activate this process. By forcing the issues 
which augment the contradictions within the system and the divisions 
within the ruling class, they weaken the latter’s efficacy and cohesion. 
By promoting activities which bring into sharp relief the parochial in¬ 
terests of the regime, they widen the perceptible gap between those in 
authority and the expectations of the collective. By their examples of de- 
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fiance and challenge of the established authority, revolutionaries break 
the inhibitions of habitual or reflexive obedience and help transform pri¬ 
vate doubts into public actions; examples of overt resistance establish new 
standards of defiance and produce new alternatives and skills.® 

Once a revolutionary movement enters the guerrilla phase, its major task 
is to outadminister the established authority. The main target in this bid 
is the village where the majority of the population lives, and where the 
government’s presence is often chimeric and exploitative (e.g., conscrip¬ 
tion, collection of taxes). Here the chief and his council are often the 
main link between the people and the government. Breaking this link de¬ 
mands careful planning, organization, and hard work. The government 
is systematically eliminated from the countryside by the conversion or 
killing of village officials, who are then controlled and replaced by the 
political arm of the movement. The government is thus cut off from the 
population and begins, as the French graphically put it, to legiferer dans 
le vide (legislate in the void). During this phase of the movement, military 
confrontation is normally avoided. The embarrassed government also, 
at first, treats the assassinations as a police problem, while nonpayment 
of taxes is ascribed to administrative lags, a bad harvest, etc. The National 
Liberation Front is known to have gained control over 70 per cent of 
rural Vietnam during 1957-1962, a period in which Americans were pre¬ 
senting Ngo Dinh Diem as a rival of Ho Chi Minh and were going around 
saying, “Look, no Vietnamese army units are attacked. Therefore, there 
is no guerrilla threat.” 

Most compelling, but also most self-defeating, is the myth that terror 
is the basis of civilian support for guerrillas. Guerrilla warfare requires 
a highly committed but covert civilian support which cannot be obtained 
at gunpoint. No practicing revolutionary will disagree with Che 
Guevara’s contention that “terrorism is a negative weapon which pro¬ 
duces in no way the desired effects, which can turn a people against a 
given revolutionary movement, and which brings with it a loss of lives 
among those taking part that is much greater than the return.”'^ Guerrilla 
resort to indiscriminate terrorism indicates lack of broad support without 
which the movement soon collapses. Only degenerate or defeated guerrillas 
are known to have risked the loss of mass support by terrorizing civilians. 
Widespread use of terror by some Greek guerrilla leaders “finally drove 

® See Richard Flacks, “Social Psychological Perspectives on Legitimacy,” (Paper 
presented at Annual Meeting of the American Psychological Association, September 

'^Ernesto Guevya, Che Guevara on Guerrilla Warfare, with an Introduction by 
Major Harries-Clichy Peterson of the U.S. Army (New York: Praeger, 1961). 
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over half a million of what should have been their strongest supporters 
into the cities and contributed to the eventual communist defeat.”® 

An outstanding feature of guerrilla training is the stress on scrupu¬ 
lously “correct and just” behavior toward civilians. The army code car¬ 
ries severe punishments for rape, robbery, and damage to property and 
crops. Political work, General Giap believes, is “the soul of the army, 
and Chinese guerrillas use army indoctrination primarily to train troops 
to gain the total support of the people. The guerrillas’ use of terror, 
therefore, is sociologically and psychologically selective. It is employed 
partly as an instrument of subversion, and partly out of a need for sur¬ 
vival. It strikes those who are popularly identified as the “enemy of the 
people”—officials, landlords, and informers. Its subversive purpose is two¬ 
fold: to break the links between the government and the people; and to 
free the poor peasants and landless laborers who lack “tactical power and 
need the revolutionary apparatus to free them from the “near complete 
constraint” of the oppressive power of landlords and the state bureau¬ 
cracy allied to them.^ In order to be effective, terror must be regarded 
by the people as an extra-governmental effort to dispense justice long 
overdue, and it must have the effect of freeing the local communities from 
the felt constraints of coercive authority. 

Killing a village chief, therefore, is often a very complicated affair, and 
should generally prove to be unnecessary. Since most chiefs are local 
farmers who command legitimacy and loyalty through tradition and kin¬ 
ship, the revolutionaries ideally want to persuade them to join the move¬ 
ment. When that fails, it takes painstaking political work to convince the 
villagers that their chief is an “enemy of the people” and to bring about 
his elimination. In the early years of the Algerian revolution it took the 
F.L.N. from two months to a year to kill a popular but quisling village 
chief without incurring the liability of the village or tribal hostility, 
and that was an anti-colonial war. Therefore, it is amazing to learn 
that in Vietnam about 13,000 local officials were killed between 1957 
and 1961. The number seems unusually large for a country which then 
had a total of some 14,000 village units; and the time seems too short for 
so many assassinations at the village level. Professor Bernard Fall gives 
a simple explanation: these chiefs, as appointees of Diem, had little legiti¬ 
macy compared with the Vietminh cadres who had liberated the country 
from France and whom these new chiefs had replaced. Furthermore, these 


«Peter Paret and John Shy, Guerrillas in the 196ffs (New York: Praeger, 1962), 
p. 34. 

®Eric Wolf, op. cit. 
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officials got involved, along with the American-equipped and trained 
ARVN, in the sordid business of restoring the landlords who had fled the 
country during the war. (A de facto land reform was achieved under the 
Vietminh.) These absentee aristocrats even demanded eight years’ worth 
of back rent covering the period from 1945 to 1954. Before the war, the 
rent had been 50 per cent of the yield; the peasant was thus required to 
pay 400 per cent of his produce and to surrender his rights to the land. 
The Vietcong had no problem preparing the peasants to accept the killing 
of these officials. 

The population must seem at least neutral to escape full enemy treat¬ 
ment by the incumbents. Rebel troops and officials do not arrive at night 
from “somewhere in the mountains;” they are present during the day, too, 
and often lead the show of obedience to the government. At night, the 
loyal peasant turn? into a guerrilla and all know him as such. The security 
of the movement depends on secrecy. One renegade can destroy a whole 
network in the area by informing the enemy who invariably tortures him 
to get the names of others. Torture is a nightmare to guerrillas; therefore, 
they display a deep fear of, and a brutal intolerance toward, informants. 
To ensure that the popular conspiracy of silence develops no seams, ex¬ 
emplary punishments are given to those suspected of having informed 
the enemy. 

Second-degree terror, which normally does not result in killing, is used 
to sabotage the government’s belated effort to gain popular support and 
thus to perpetuate its isolation from the people. Government school teach¬ 
ers and health workers are favorite targets of kidnapping and indoctrina¬ 
tion. In June, 1962, a South Vietnamese observer at the U.N. informed 
UNESCO that the Vietcong had kidnapped more than 1,200 teachers 
and that the government’s malaria eradication campaign collapsed after 
22 health officers had been killed and 60 kidnapped. Guerrilla sabotage 
normally guards against causing too much hardship on the population and 
long-range damage to the economy. Industry and even foreign-owned 
plantations are spared if they pay their “taxes” to the liberation front. 
And they normally do so when the government is unable to protect them. 
(In Vietnam the large European rubber plantations, Michelin, SIPH, and 
Terres Rouges resisted for a while, but started paying taxes to the NLE 
after their Erench supervisors were kidnapped. During 1966-1968, how¬ 
ever, these plantations were severely damaged by American bombings 
and artillery fire.) Guerrilla sabotage is also selective, and it aims at max¬ 
imum psychological effect. 

The success of a movement in acquiring legitimacy, support for its pro- 
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grams, and participation in its parallel hierarchies depends on a niinlber 
of factors. A coherent, consistent, and functioning ideology appropriate 
to its cultural, political, and economic environment appears to be impor¬ 
tant for success in protracted conflict between protagonists of unequal 
strength; it is particularly crucial in assuring a movement’s continued 
legitimacy and the unity of its leadership after the armed phase of the 
struggle is over and the task of consolidation begins. 

The structure, values, and leadership style of a revolution must not 
only promise a new vision of society, but also, at the same time, be con¬ 
gruent with the old culture. “Historical progression is inseparable from 
cultural roots” says Carlos Fuentes in explaining the appeals of the 
Zapatista revolution among: 

... campesinos, people from the field who did not in the larger sense 
of the term, feel culturally deprived but were conscious that a social 
and political opportunity was given them to realize, in actuality, the 
latent promises of their local culture. 

Only this profoundly civilized self-awareness can explain, first, the ap¬ 
parently natural talents the Zapatistas applied to guerrilla warfare in 
their campaign against General Juvencio Robles and Huerta’s Federal 
Army. Zapata, the so-called “Attila of the South” was the first of the 
line of strategists—Castro, Guevara, the FLN fighters in Algeria, Giap 
in Vietnam—that have made of the guerrilla the natural defensive arm 
of a locally based culture... 

Successful parallel hierarchies, therefore, are generally based on extant 
local patterns and experiences—a phenomenon notable in the Mexican, 
Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese, and Algerian revolutions.^^ Even more im¬ 
portantly, the symbols of revolution and styles of leadership derive heavily 
from the local culture and constitute the creative links between the old 
and the new, between the mystical and the rational bases of legitimacy. 

But unlike the formal constitutions and administrative structurf;s of 
most underdeveloped countries, such patterns are not the outconae of 
contrived, professional designing. They result from a profound and in¬ 
tense interaction between leaders and followers which often constitutes 
a greater learning experience for the urban-trained leaders than their rural 
comrades. Only a relationship of mutuality, identification, and co-perfor- 

Carlos Fuentes, “Zapata’s Revolution,” The New York Review of Books, Vol. 
XII, No. 3 (March 13,1969), pp. 5-U. 

^^See for example: Sir John Maynard, The Russian Peasant and Other Studies 
(New York: Collier Books, 1962); Stuart R. Schram, The Political Thought of Mao 
Tse~tung (New York: Praeger, 1963); Paul Mus, Vietnam: Sociologie d'Une Guerre 
(Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1952). 
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mance between leaders and the masses can release the creative energies 
necessary for the constant improvisations and steady flow of new leaders 
(their attrition rate being very high) so crucial in revolutionary warfare. 
Personal background and class origins of leaders seem to be important 
factors in facilitating this development; the narrower the original social 
and cultural gaps between them and the populace, the more likely they are 
to create meaningful bases for authoritative leadership within a revolu¬ 
tionary setting. The majority of Algerian, Chinese, and Vietnamese revo¬ 
lutionary leaders are known to have a rural family background, and few 
were trained at western universities. Frequently a relationship of mutuality 
and identification between city-trained revolutionaries and the rural 
masses develops when the repressive measures of the government drive 
the former to seek safety in the rural areas, to communicate and live with 
peasants, not as proselytizing outsiders but as suffering fellow men. In the 
process, the leaders learn the realities of the peasant economy, social life, 
and the meaning and power of rural myths, symbols, and rituals; and the 
peasants begin to understand that their private and communal problems 
have wider public and political connections. 

Congruence, however, does not imply absence of institutional or ideo¬ 
logical innovation, nor even conformity to traditional structures and val¬ 
ues. A revolution must necessarily destroy and replace the anachronistic 
traditional structures and values. As an organized, sustained, and largely 
clandestine struggle aimed at the destruction of the existing power rela¬ 
tionships, revolutionary warfare itself represents a break from the rebel¬ 
lions of the past. It creates an environment in which the rural people them¬ 
selves accept and introduce innovations which transform their communi¬ 
ties; these often include innovations whose imposition by nonlegitimate 
rulers they had previously resisted. Eric Wolf has succinctly described 
the significance of this fact: 

Such a self-made social structure speeds learning. By removing the con¬ 
straints of the inherited order, it releases the manifold contradictions 
hitherto held in check—the opposition of old and young, men and 
women, rich and poor—and directs the energies so freed into new or¬ 
ganizational channels. It is this, above all, which makes revolution ir¬ 
reversible. It also speeds the rise of leaders from the peasantry itself, 
thus providing new channels of mobility not contained in the old sys¬ 
tem, and intensifying the fusion between peasantry and leadership which 
sparked the revolutionary effort.^^ 

^Eric Wolf, op. cit. For examples of these revolutionary changes see: Frantz Fanon, 
Dying Colonialism (New York: Grove Press, 1967); Pierre Bourdieu and Abdel 
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Finally, there are the well-known “rational” factors, involving the 
promise and performance of programs, elites, and institutions, which go 
into the making of legitimacy; the success of a movement’s program in 
creating common interests and collective goals (as against serving paro¬ 
chial interests); the actual functioning of revolutionary institutions, and 
the extent to which they remain accountable to the population and permit 
rapid recruitment and elevation of the young seeking a new identity and 
role in society; and the integrity of Readers, their ability to practice and 
promote the principles proclaimed tj)y the revolution and cherished by 
the people, and their success in realising, at least partially in the present, 
the popular dreams of integrated, participatory, and self-managing com¬ 
munities. Since the superior resources of the incumbents make coercion 
a poor basis of power for revolution,:revolutionary movements often rep¬ 
resent maximization of the positive basis for legitimacy. The most suc¬ 
cessful guerrilla movements, therefore, evince deep respect for local 
autonomy, self-management, rapid social mobility, egalitarianism, and ac¬ 
countability of leaders and cadres to tbe populace. 

It is difficult to say at what point |the moral isolation of an incumbent 
government becomes total and irrevepible, so that no amount of promises 
and reforms would restore the lost confidence and reduce the peoples re¬ 
sistance. Neither collective cynicisml nor a people’s will to fight can be 
measured accurately. In Algeria, at | least, the point seems to have been 
reached when the French were rec^uced to the torture and killing of 
civilians and to regroupement of the population. Many Algerian leaders 
believe that their revolution became irreversible at the moment of France’s 
greatest military victory—General Massu’s conquest of the Casbah (the 
Muslim section of Algiers was reduced to rubble during 1957-1958). 
France could no longer expect the cpnfidence, much less the loyalty, of a 
people it was destroying indiscriminately, albeit unwillingly and despite 

itself. I 

The desertion of the intellectuals| and moderates often signals, not so 
much the irreversibility of a revolutipnary war, but its take-off. Somewhat 
alienated from their culture, westernized and city-centered, they distrust 
the peasants, but desire an improvement of their condition. When an 
armed revolution breaks out, they are likely to play in the middle, hoping 
to get some reforms under way by using the armed threat as a counter 


Malek Sayad, Le Deracinement: La Crise de VAgriculture Traditi'onnelle en Algerie 
(Paris: Les Editions de Minuit, 1964); William Hinton, Fanshen: A Documentary of 
Revolution in a Chinese Village (New York: Vintage Books, 1966); and John Wo¬ 
mack, Zapata and the Mexican Revolution (New York: Knopf, 1969). 
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for bargaining. These attentistes begin to seek exile or to defect to the 
rebels after the failure of the regime and the success of the revolution 
become imminent. 

Although not a legitimitizing factor, external help has great psychologi¬ 
cal and diplomatic value for a revolutionary movement. In a war of at¬ 
trition, there can be no decisive victory over a strong foreign enemy. At 
best, one hopes to inflict heavy losses, exhaust it, and, through internation¬ 
al pressure, force it to negotiate—not the status quo, but withdrawal. Ex¬ 
ternal help is important in internationalizing guerrilla demands, and keeps 
alive the hope of liberation. When a revolutionary army loses an ally, it 
loses not so much military support; it loses hope. When the world is 
watching and when the fear of diplomatic sanctions and the threat of a 
widened war are absent, a foreign power caught in counter-guerrilla op¬ 
erations is likely to make the final and the only move that is likely to 
“win” the war—start committing genocide. 

Thus, the assumption that a guerrilla force, like a conventional army, 
can be controlled and commanded by a foreign or externally based gov¬ 
ernment ignores the organizational, psychological, and political facts of 
revolutionary warfare. The distrust of the “home-based” guerrillas even 
for their own government-in-exile cannot be overstated. The resourceful 
and tough interior” leaders and cadres who face the enemy daily, col¬ 
lect taxes, administer, make promises, and give hopes to the population 
are not easily controlled from abroad and make suspicious, exacting, and 
hard-to-please allies. Clandestineness does not permit the use of conven¬ 
tional channels of communication and authority. Therefore, zone com¬ 
manders and political commissars are, for the most part, monarchs of what 
they survey. Tested in war, seasoned in politics, accustomed to command 
and to quick decisions, these soldier-politicians have their own constitu¬ 
ents, their dreams of power and community, and their commitment to 
expressed goals. As a group, they are joined together by shared experi¬ 
ences, by a common mood which is defiant and insular, by a shared suspi¬ 
cion of “politicians and diplomats over there” selling them out, and by a 
collective will to defy a settlement that is not of their making. 

Summary. Studies in the field of revolutionary wars and my personal ob¬ 
servation of the Algerian struggle lead to conclusions which may be sum¬ 
marized as follows: (1) Revolutionaries consider mass support the pri¬ 
mary condition for their success; winning and maintaining popular sup¬ 
port remains their central objective throughout the struggle. (2) The 
requirements of guerrilla war, as well as the history of its failures and suc- 
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cesses, confirm the primacy of political factors in such a conflict. (3) 
Popular support for the guerrillas is predicated upon the moral alienation 
of the masses from the existing government. The revolutionaries’ chief 
aim is to activate and perpetuate the moral isolation of the enemy regime 
until such isolation has become total and irreversible. (4) The conditions 
leading to revolutionary wars are not created by conspiracy. They are 
partly inherent in a situation of rapid social change, but the outbreak nor¬ 
mally results mainly from the failure of a ruling elite to respond to the 
challenge of modernization. (5) A revolutionary guerrilla movement con¬ 
centrates on “outadministering,” not on “outfighting” the enemy. This is 
a constructive and not simply a destructive undertaking. (6) The use of 
terror by guerrillas is highly selective; it does not constitute the reason 
for the favorable reaction of the masses to their cause. (7) The external 
sanctuary has greater psychological and diplomatic value, rather than 
military or political value, to the guerrillas. 

II. The Nature of Counter-hisurgency 

The proponents of counter-insurgency have been the chief commentators 
and sources of information on the theory and practice of revolutionary 
warfare. As a result, the biases and prejudices of incumbents are built into 
the structure, images, and language of contemporary western, especially 
American, literature on this subject. We have come to accept ideologically 
contrived concepts and words as objective terms descriptive of reality. 

One could take innumerable examples—terrorism, subversion, pacifica¬ 
tion, urbanization, protective reaction, defensive interdiction, etc.—and 
analyze the realities behind these words and phrases. The term counter¬ 
insurgency is itself an excellent example. Like all counter-revolutionary 
coinages it is value-laden and misleading. In fact, counter-insurgency is 
not at all directed against insurgency, which is defined as “a revolt against 
a government, not reaching the proportions of an organized revolution; 
and not recognized as belligerency.”^-^ It would be inappropriate to de¬ 
scribe the Vietnamese and Laotian revolutions as insurgencies, or the 
fateful American invasion of Indochina as an exercise in counter-insur¬ 
gency. In fact, the Congress and the country would be in an uproar if the 
government claimed that U.S. counter-insurgency capabilities were avail- 

Webster^s Collegiate Dictionary Fifth Ed. (Springfield, Mass.: G & C Merriam 
Co., 1947). Webster's Third Neiv International Dictionary (1961) gives a similar 
definition: “a condition of revolt against a recognized government that does not 
reach the proportion of an organized revolutionary government and is not recog¬ 
nized as belligerency.” 
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able to its clients for putting down “revolts not reaching the proportions 
of an organized revolution.” The opposite is true; counter-insurgency 
involves a multifaceted assault against organized revolutions. This 
euphemism for counter-revolution is neither a product of accident, nor 
of ignorance. It serves to conceal the reality of a foreign policy dedi¬ 
cated to combating revolutions abroad and helps to relegate revolution¬ 
aries to the status of outlaws. The reduction of a revolution to mere insur¬ 
gency also constitutes an a priori denial of hs legitimacy. In this article, 
counter-insurgency and counter-revolution are, therefore, used inter¬ 
changeably. 

Analytically, counter-insurgency may be discussed in terms of two 
primary approaches—the conventional-establishment and the liberal-re¬ 
formist—and two ancillary approaches—the punitive-militarist and the 
technological-attritive. These latter are termed ancillary because they de¬ 
velop logically from involvement in counter-revolution, and from the in¬ 
terplay between conventional and liberal institutions and the individuals 
involved in it. These approaches, though identifiable in terms of the in¬ 
tensity and scope of their application at given times and in terms of the 
agencies' and individuals who favor them, are operationally integrated in 
the “field.” 

It must be stressed that the theory and the practice of counter-insurgen¬ 
cy, although monolithic in their goal of suppressing revolutions, reflect the 
pluralism of the western societies to which most of their practitioners and 
all of their theoreticians belong. For example, prominent among the 
partisans of pacification in its purest form have been CIA, AID, State De¬ 
partment, and some White House officials. The Chiefs of Staff and senior 
Army officers generally favor conventional deployments. The Air Force 
also wants its share of action and does offer the “mobility” so highly 
prized by the counter-insurgency experts, and the “air-support” so craved 
by the embattled soldiers. The Navy can hardly be left out; it must perfect 
its amphibious capabilities and also deserves a role in “softening” the 
coastal areas. Furthermore, experts differ passionately on specific details 
(“fix” and destroy or “search” and destroy) concerning targets, areas of 
pacification, methods of encirclement and interdiction, techniques of cadre 
training, etc. 

In a pluralistic, bargaining political culture there is an institutionalized 
compulsion for compromise. There is something for everyone within a 
defined boundary, and, given a consensus on broad objectives, there is 
bound to be give and take. The actual strategy and tactics thus reflect a 
compromise such that no one blueprint is applied in its original, unadul- 
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terated form. This contributes to the most fateful phenomenon of coun¬ 
ter-revolutionary involvement. Groups and individuals continue to feel 
that their particular prescriptions were never administered in full dosage 
and at the right intervals. They evince a tendency toward self-justifica¬ 
tion, a craving for continuing and improving their blueprints of success. 
As severe critics of specific “mistakes,” “blunders,” or “miscalculations ” 
they seldom cease to see “light at the end of the tunnel.” 

We might view the conventional-establishment approach as constitut¬ 
ing the common denominator of the assumptions and objectives shared by 
all incumbents; viz., a negative posture toward revolutions, a conspiratori¬ 
al view of their origins, managerial attitudes toward them as a problem, 
and a technocratic-military approach to their suppression. In strategy 
and tactics, the conventional-establishment approach denotes a preference 
for conventional ground and air operations requiring large deployments 
of troops, search-and-destroy “missions” (also called “mop-up opera¬ 
tions”), the tactics of “encirclement” and “attrition” which involve on the 
one hand the establishment of large military fortifications (bases, en¬ 
claves) connected by “mobile” battalions (which in Vietnam have come 
to mean helicopter-borne troops and air cavalries); and on the other hand, 
the massive displacement of a civilian population and the creation of 
free-fire zones.^^ The conventionalists also evince deep longings for set- 
piece battles, and help multiply the political and institutional pressures 
toward forcing, surprising, or luring the guerrillas into conventional 
show-downs. The results are massive and sustained aerial bombardment 
(e.g.. North Vietnam) or invasion of enemy “sanctuaries” across the 
frontiers of conflict (e.g., Cambodia and Laos), and the tactic of offering 
an occasional bait in the hope of luring the enemy to a concentrated at¬ 
tack (e.g., Dien Bien Phu, Khe Sanh). 

The strength of the conventional-establishment’s strategy and tactics 
derives from the fact that it has an enormous attraction for senior officers 
of conventional armed forces. This approach was first associated in Al¬ 
geria with General Cherriere, and in Vietnam with General Westmore¬ 
land. Being rich in tradition, it yields to multiple variations and every 
strong general gets the opportunity to introduce his preferred variant in 
a protracted intervention. While of considerable interest to competing 
commanders and their cliques, these variations have little theoretical im- 

^^See Jonathan Schell, The Village of Ben Sue (New York: Vintage Books, 
1967); and by the same author, The Military Half (New York: Vintage Books, 1968); 
and Yves Courriere, Les Fils de la Toussaint (Paris: Fayard, 1968), Chapter 4. 
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portance, and no significance whatsoever for the people and culture un¬ 
der assault. 

If the conventional-establishment attitudes constitute the lowest com¬ 
mon denominator of counter-revolution, the liberal-reformists comprise 
the chief exponents of its doctrine, and the most sophisticated program¬ 
mers of its practice. They provide the core of the policies associated with 
counter-insurgency: the creation of counter-guerrilla guerrillas (special 
forces), and the stress on irregular tactics, the unity of civilian and mili¬ 
tary roles, maximum use of mercenaries, psychological warfare, counter¬ 
terror, and, above all, pacification. The term liberal-reformist reflects the 
expressed goals as well as the political background of individuals involved 
in articulating and practicing this form of counter-revolution. The 
rhetoric which defines its goals is reformist and liberal. Freedom, progress, 
development, democracy, reforms, participation, and self-determination 
are its favorite working words. Generally, its theorists, of whom a ma¬ 
jority come from France and the U.S.A., have been men of impeccable 
liberal credentials. 

In the U.S., among its most prominent exponents are many of Ken¬ 
nedy’s New Frontier men, and well-known liberal university professors. 
In France, the liberal-reformists include such eminent politicians as 
Jacques Soustelle and Robert Lacoste. In the army its exponents were 
reputedly the most progressive commanders who had fought in the Re¬ 
sistance against Nazi occupation or with the Free French Army. Humil¬ 
iated by defeat in Indochina, they proceeded with determination to prac¬ 
tice pacification in Algeria. Frustrated by failures there, these soldier-re¬ 
formers increasingly meddled in politics. They helped destroy the Fourth 
Republic, rebelled against the Fifth, became accomplices of the Euro¬ 
pean Ultras, whom they had once openly detested and from whom they 
had been promising to deliver the Algerians, founded the fascistic O.A.S., 
and ended up mercilessly massacring the natives whose freedom they had 
claimed to protect. 

The punitive-militarist style is a product of the liberal-reformist doc¬ 
trine of counter-insurgency; but it invariably acquires a life of its own. 
It entails irregular tactics, small-unit deployment, efficiently and relent¬ 
lessly executed punitive measures against civilians suspected of aiding guer¬ 
rillas, systematic use of torture, murder of prisoners, and the institution of 
total control over the population. At the same time the rhetoric of pacifica¬ 
tion demands that the soldiers treat the friendly and neutral population 
with kindness and consideration. In practice, however, distinguishing be¬ 
tween friendly and hostile villagers is impossible. Wary soldiers in an alien 
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environment strewn with booby-traps can only perceive all civilians as 
being hostile, admit the fact, act accordingly, and meet their ordered or 
understood quota of body-counts. (It should be recalled that after the 
massacre of My Lai, General Westmoreland communicated his congratu¬ 
lations to Company C for its body-count of 129.)^^ They make few pre¬ 
tenses about winning hearts and minds, although in deference to the prin¬ 
ciples of pacification, candy is sometimes distributed, music is played, and 
food and first-aid is provided to the survivors, especially after a hard strike. 

In Algeria the punitive-militarist style was known as style-para in ref¬ 
erence to the paratroopers of General Massu whose exploits included the 
“winning” of the hair-raising Battle of Algiers. In Vietnam it is more gen¬ 
eralized although it appears particularly popular with the U.S. Special 
Forces and the mercenaries recruited by them, the Koreans, and the 
ARVN ranger battalions. The main virtue of this style lies in the fact 
that, unlike the massive “mop-ups” and clinically impersonal bombings en¬ 
tailed in conventional operations, it produces somewhat personalized mas¬ 
sacres like that of My Lai which at least give the victims no less than the 
killers a sense of human contact. It also produces some public under¬ 
standing of the war crimes which counter-revolutionary interventions 
often entail.^^ 

Increasing reliance on technological-attritive methods marks the shift 
of counter-revolutionary foreign intervention in a genocidal direction. 
When a revolutionary war has been definitively lost—^when the moral 
isolation and illegitimacy of the client regime becomes total and percep¬ 
tibly irreversible, when even a prolonged and massive foreign interven¬ 
tion fails to break the “enemy’s” will to resist but produces widespread 
anti-war sentiments at home, when draftees become restive and resistant, 
when the protracted war becomes bad for business and begins to con¬ 
tribute to the dual pressures of inflation and recession—then a great power 
caught in counter-revolutionary operations is left with only two alterna¬ 
tives. One is to negotiate withdrawal as de Gaulle did in Algeria. The 
other is to continue the war and subsequently to create a quasi-permanent 
occupation of the belligerent country, at a cost acceptable to the people 
at home, but costly to the “insurgents” abroad. That is the choice which 
defines President Nixon’s policy of Vietnamization. A “semantic hoax,” 

Seymour Hersh, “My Lai 4,” Harper^s (May 1970), p. 72. 

“See Telford Taylor, Nuremberg and Vietncmr. An American Tragedy (Chicago; 
Quadrangle Books, 1970). See a review of this important study by Richard A. Falk in 
The New York Times Book Review (December 27, 1970), pp. 4, 14. Cler^ and 
Laymen Concerned About Vietnam, In the Name of America (Annandale, Virginia; 
The Turnpike Press, Inc., 1968). 
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as Senator Harold E. Hughes described it, Vietnamization is a euphemism 
for the further mechanization of the war, for the application of the doc¬ 
trine of permanent counter-insurgency. It is also, as Senator McGovern 
has stated, a manipulative move to “tranquilize the conscience of America 
while our government wages a war by proxy” and “perpetuates a corrupt 
and unrepresentative government. 

Sir Robert Thompson, a trusted adviser of Mr. Nixon’s and a renowned 
expert on counter-insurgency, is one of the architects of Vietnamization, 
which he describes as a “long-haul, low-cost” strategy. His optimistic eval¬ 
uation of Vietnamization was cited in the President’s policy statement as 
proof of its success.^^ It is worth noting a few of the considerations 
which went into the making of the Vietnamization policy. First, Sir 
Robert warns that “a greater impact is made in a democratic society by 
the coffins coming home, and by higher taxes;” second, that it “will 
certainly take ten to fifteen years” to achieve the desired goal, i.e., a politi¬ 
cally stable, non-communist, independent state of South Vietnam. Hence, 
he advises that in order to maintain public acceptance of a protracted in¬ 
volvement, one must show some progress: “As soon as progress is visible, 
even though success may still be many years away, time ceases to be such 
an important factor. There will be few indeed who are not then prepared 
to take the extra time required for victory.” Third, Sir Robert thinks that 
“there is nothing new about the horror and tragedy of the Vietnam war 
except that it has been exposed to the camera and brought into the sitting 
room.” He notes that “.. . running insurgency sores in some Latin Amer¬ 
ican countries... have made very little impact outside the area of con¬ 
flict.”!^ 


The New York Times, February 8, 1970. 

“For an earlier, more impassioned, intelligent, but also more contradiction-rid¬ 
den version of this strategy, see William R. Corson, The Betrayal (New York: Nor- 
mn, 1968), Chapter 12, pp. 262-290. Corson is an intellectual and a politicized Marine 
Corps Lieutenant Colonel, now retired. His conversion to pacification and subse¬ 
quent anger over the “sabotage” of the “other war” by the institutions and political 
processes at home resemble those of the French officier-administrateur of La Guerre 
Revolutionnaire. He deserves special attention as a prototype of the military officers 
who become committed to the liberal-reformist view of counter-insurgency. 

“ Sir Robert Thompson, No Exit From Vietnam (New York: David McKay Co 
1970) pp. 61, 125, 163-164, 8, 169. See pp. 116 and 197 for his definition of victory.’ 
President Nixon quoted Thompson’s evaluation in his televised speech of December 
15, 1969. A year later (December 2, 1970) The New York Times reported Sir Rob- 
ert as giving a “gloomy” report to President Nixon following his latest “secret mis¬ 
sion” to evaluate the success of Vietnamization. There was a denial from the 
White House that the over-all thrust of the story which leads to the impression 
that the pacification and Vietnamization programs are not doing well is an incor¬ 
rect impression.” But the White House Press Secretary refused to discuss the con¬ 
tents of the report “because it was secret.” {The New York Times, December 4, 1970). 
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Making the war domestically acceptable thus involves turning it into a 
“forgotten war” (Laos as the model) by relegating it to the back pages 
of the newspapers, and by keeping it a maximum distance from televi¬ 
sion cameras. It entails stimulating false illusions of progress. Above all, 
it demands lowering the monetary costs and American casualties. The one 
requires reduction in the size of the expensive American manpower de¬ 
ployment; the other dictates avoidance of active fighting by U.S. ground 
forces. Both help to maintain the illusion of progress and to keep the pub¬ 
lic quiet. As Sir Robert says, “In this way the whole cost of the war, in 
every sense, could be reduced to a level which would be acceptable to 
the majority in the U.S., without proving to be an excessive drain on her 
manpower, money or emotions.”^^ 

At the same time victory requires that the war remain costly to the 
enemy. Their strength must be sapped, political “infrastructure” de¬ 
stroyed, morale undermined, and resources and bases depleted. It should 
be underscored that the latter is identified by Sir Robert as being “not 
outside the country” and not in “jungles and swamps,” but in “populated 
areas... under insurgent control” and even those “areas still ostensibly 
under government control.He recommends a return to the techniques 
of counter-insurgency which he successfully practiced in Malaya and 
which he has been prescribing as an adviser on Vietnam for more than a 
decade, with the conviction, of course, that they were never fully im¬ 
plemented. These include: inducing the Saigon regime to act in accordance 
with the law, without however preventing it from passing emergency 
laws; improving civil and military administration; defining the central 
government’s and villages’ responsibilities and obligations; selecting prior¬ 
ity areas for pacification, and mounting fix-and-destroy (“fix,” not 
“search,” insists Sir Robert) operations in the areas outside the selected 
“ring.” Finally: “Offensive operations into contested and enemy held areas 
will still be necessary, for which reason the securely held areas should be 
limited to allow for an adequate reserve of forces for such operations.”^^ 
Obviously, if the policy of defeating the NLF while minimizing Ameri¬ 
can costs and casualties is to succeed, then the Saigon government 
must progressively take over the task of governing and fighting. If the 
Saigon regime does not or cannot do so, then the U.S., if unwilling to 


It is to be noted that the earlier but optimistic “secret” report was published as the 
concluding part of No Exit From Vietnam (pp. 208 IT.). 

^ Ibid.y p. 199. 

^Ubid.,^. 34. 

^^bid., p. 198. 
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negotiate withdrawal, has onjy one course of action: maximum replace¬ 
ment of men with machines and cost-effective offensive operations in the 
areas Sir Robert defines as enemy bases. 

Sir Robert’s and others’ administrative prescriptions are irrelevant, for 
in a country which has been fighting a long and bitter war of national 
liberation no amount of managerial manipulation by foreign forces can 
equip their native “elite” with even a semblance of legitimacy, i.e., with 
the title to govern. This is especially true when that elite carries the 
stigma of having been the historic traitor to the nation, of having actively 
collaborated with colonial France, and now, of sanctioning the systematic 
destruction, by the succeeding foreign power, of a people and a country 
it claims to govern.^^^ Hence, notwithstanding the counter-insurgents’ rec¬ 
ommendations, and their deep faith in the power of borrowed, bureau¬ 
cratic, “cost-effective innovations,” Vietnamization cannot mean that the 
Saigon government will take over the war and become viable even in “ten 
to fifteen years” as Sir Robert optimistically surmised 

23 Typically, counter-revolutionary scholars and U.S. government publications 
distort the history of Vietnam, or suppress critical information. Very little bio¬ 
graphical information is available in English on Thicu, Ky, and Khiem, all of whom 
fought on the side of France during Vietnam’s War of Independence (1945-1954). 
Since these facts are not generally known, it is worth mentioning a few: (1) Thieu: 
Graduated from Dal at Military Academy in 1948; participated in at least the follow¬ 
ing major French military operations against Vietnamese nationalists: Operation Oc¬ 
cident—1949; Operation Hung Yen—1952 (this involved a notorious massacre); Oper¬ 
ation Atlantic in Phou Yen. (2) Khiem: Enlisted with the French in 1947; staff of¬ 
ficer of Secteur 2; commanded Operation Nettoyage (“clean-up”) west of Hue; 
1954-55, Chief of Staff, V Military Corps area. (3) Ky: Born in Son Tay where U.S. 
forces recently landed to “rescue” prisoners; enlisted with the French 1951; attended 
Reserve Officers School in Nam Dinh 1952 and Aviation School in Avord France 
1954. 

A reminder is necessary that the above operations and names, being more recent 
and more costly to the people at large, must be more poignantly remember'ed by 
the Vietnamese than are Bunker Hill or Valley Forge by the Americans. To expect 
any selfyespecting Vietnamese to cooperate with or trust a government led by such 
men is like expecting George Washington and his colleagues to participate in a gov¬ 
ernment led by Benedict Arnold and the commanders of the Hessian and British 
regiments. 

^ Innovation” is a favorite word with the second-ranking counter-insurgency ex¬ 
perts whose works I have generally ignored lest I be accused of selecting the weaker 
examples of counter-insurgency theory. However, I should note that with the ex¬ 
ception of new machines and computers, bigger bombers, and a whole range of 
hitherto unknown killing and detection devices, there is nothing “innovative” about 
the American counter-insurgency effort. With the exception of the computerized 
HES (Hamlet Evaluation System), there is not one managerial innovation, one pacifi¬ 
cation gimmick in Vietnam-Agroville, New Life Hamlet, “Rev-Dev,” Combined 
Campaign Plan, CORDS, Project Take-off, Chieu Hoi, Phung Hoang, APC, the 
“New Model Pac,” etc.-that was not previously conceived and applied by the French 
in Indochina and/or Algeria or by the British in Malaya. Of course, the French ini¬ 
tials were different. A reminder is needed that the one “innovation”—the HES—in¬ 
formed us of pacification’s dramatic success (“relatively secure” hamlets grew by 
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Under the impact of the massive American military presence and bomb- 
induced “urbanization” (in Laos the “strategic movement of the people”), 
the Saigon regime is now in a worse predicament, although a “residual” 
American force equipped with the will and capacity to protect it can 
keep the regime in power indefinitely. A third of South Vietnam’s people 
are estimated to be refugees (so are 25 per cent of the Laotians, and more 
than,a million Cambodians) due almost entirely to the “air-support” pro¬ 
vided by the U.S. The Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Refugees 
headed by Senator Edward Kennedy has reported on how the pacifica¬ 
tion agencies and the Saigon government collaborate to keep the figures 
down, and “solve” the refugee problem by “reclassifying the refugees out 
of existence.” The report shows how “under the banner of ‘Vietnamiza- 
tion’ a plethora of new terms and slogans have been created to describe, 
and hide, old problems and unchanged programs;” and how the “accel¬ 
erated pacification” machinery (including the computerized HES) works 
to create illusions of “successes” in refugee resettlement while “new ref¬ 
ugees continue to be generated daily, and old refugees remain where they 
have been for the past several years.”^^ 

I have mentioned the refugees rather than the dead because this “ur¬ 
banized” mass, though classified out of existence, is still a reality; it makes 
the cities as hopeless for the incumbent regime as the rural areas. Students, 
workers, and Buddhists have recently risked severe repression to raise 
their voices in opposition. Don Luce, one of the few Americans who 
knows the Vietnamese language and culture and who led a group of 
Congressmen to the tiger cages of Con Son, reported in a television inter¬ 
view (recorded on November 12) that in the previous two months nearly 
150,000 persons had been arrested; and that torture is widespread. Early 
in December, 1970, the city of Qui Nhon had an unprecedented anti- 
U.S. riot and massive demonstrations which then spread to Saigon in the 
form of widespread sabotage. Informed sources in Paris indicate that 
Saigon’s shrewdest politicians are quietly currying favor with the Pro¬ 
visional Revolutionary Government; some attentiste conservatives like 


more than 600 to 5,340) just before the Tet offensive. Anyone familiar with revolu¬ 
tionary warfare should know, that even the most virtuoso revolutionary organiza¬ 
tion could not have pulled off the Tet offensive without massive, consistent, and 
covert support of the po^lation in rural as well as urban areas. See Robert W. 
Komer, “Clear, Hold, and Rebuild,” Army (May 1970), pp. 14-23, and “Pacification; 
A Look Back and Ahead,” Army (June 1970), pp. 20-29. 

^ United States Senate Committee on Judiciary, Subcommittee to Investigate 
Problems Connected with Refugees and Escapees. Refugee and Civilian War Casu¬ 
alty Problems in Indo-China: A Staff Report, 91st Congress, 2nd Session. Sept. 28, 1970, 
pp. 4-5. 
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Deputy Ngo Cong Due openly favor a provisional, coalition government 
of reconciliation which was proposed in Paris by the PRG as a move to¬ 
ward peace. 

According to The New York Times (July 27, 1970), ARVN’s rate of 
desertion was “up nearly 50 percent during the summer months of 1970” 
despite what officials termed the “morale building effects of recent op¬ 
erations in Cambodia.” In Cambodia itself two paratrooper battalions of 
the expeditionary force “were operating with only 65 per cent of their 
man-power—the rest having deserted.” General Do Cao Tri, Commander 
of the III Corps area which includes Saigon and leader of the Cambodian 
expedition, is reported to have been less conservative with his estimates. 
He told newsmen in Dalat that 75 per cent of his soldiers desert; of the re¬ 
maining 25 per cent only 10 per cent wish to fight, and for every ARVN 
soldier killed in battle, nine desert.^® 

Meanwhile, The New York Times (October 19, 1970) disclosed a top- 
secret CIA report revealing that in response to Vietnamization the NLF 
had infiltrated some 30,000 cadres, reaching the highest levels of the 
Saigon government (including its secret services); that the “VC infra¬ 
structure” remained impenetrable; and that both conditions are predicated 
upon the complicity of the majority of the government’s civilian and de¬ 
fense employees. The “disclosure” may have been meant to prepare the 
public for more repression and purges by the Saigon regime. But its signifi¬ 
cance is clear: its foreign trustees know that the regime, isolated from the 
people, is also hollow and eroding from within. 

Even. Sir Robert is reported to have returned gloomy from his recent 
mission to “Macedonia,” as he unblushingly calls Vietnam. (“Come with 
me to Macedonia” he invites his readers in the Preface to No Exit From 
Vietnam^ fancying his relationship to Mr. Nixon as the modern equiva¬ 
lent of the expert-advisers to Roman emperors.) The Phoenix {Fhung 
Hoang) program has an actual score of zero: not one ranking member of 
the NLF is known to have been killed or captured, although this no¬ 
torious “counter-terror” program is believed to have terrorized, tortured, 
and killed several thousand “suspects.” No important defector has been 
received by the Chieu Hoi (Open Arms) program. In effect, it is the only 

^For an account of the Qui Nhon riot, see The New York Times, December 4, 
1970. For Luce’s statement, see Transcript WGBH/KECT The Advocates, Decem¬ 
ber 8, 1970. For an important statement by Ngo Cong Due, see The New York Re¬ 
view of Books, November 5, 1970. For the revolutionaries’ evaluation of the urban 
situation, see Jacques Decomoy’s interview with Prime Minister Pham Van Dong, 
Le Monde, English Weekly, December 9, 1970. For General Tri’s statement, Africasia, 
No. 27, (November 23, 1970), p. 37. 
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decent refugee resettlement program in Vietnam, for refugees with offi¬ 
cial connections generally get registered as defectors to get favorable 
treatment. Even the French had done better than that in Vietnam, and 
more so in Algeria. Yet in both places they had the wisdom and decency 
to negotiate withdrawal 

Such being the realities of Vietnamization, the U.S. government, intent 
on winning, could only mechanize the war. GFs are being replaced by 
airplanes, electronic devices, helicopter-gunships, long-range artillery, a 
variety of anti-personnel weapons, massive defoliation, crop destruction, 
and depopulation.^'^ The details of these daily crimes and the extent of 
the damage they do are not and may never be completely known, especial¬ 
ly since the U.S. government remains the primary source of information 
on these matters. A reading of the highly censored hearings (1969-1970) 
of Senator Symington’s Foreign Relations Subcommittee on United 
States Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad gives a picture of 
the devastation caused by bombings in Indochina which are being car¬ 
ried out from American sanctuaries in Thailand, Okinawa, the Pacific 
Fleet, Guam, and Vietnam itself. By early 1970 there were some 3.5 mil¬ 
lion B-52 bomb craters scarring the landscape of Vietnam alone, the 
breeders and repositories now of germs and diseases. Occasionally, bomb¬ 
ing statistics released by authorities and “authoritative sources” give 
a glimpse of its magnitude. The “mission” of bombings is not only to in¬ 
terdict supplies but also to destroy “personnel” (i.e., people) as Mr. Laird 
admitted early in August, even in the case of Cambodia.^® The bombing 
of Indochina has exceeded several times the total tonnage dropped in all 
of World War II. As The Nevo York Times editorially commented “the 
headlines gradually faded, but the air-war did not;” nor did the chemical 
war, nor helicopter-hunting, nor the gruesome anti-personnel weapons 
which maim so indiscriminately and leave so many disabled to care for. 

If the population is to the guerrillas what water is to fish, the ultimate 
weapon of degenerate but powerful incumbents is to drain the water. 
That is the course that Mr. Johnson embarked on; Mr. Nixon is contin¬ 
uing the technological-attritive approach more skillfully and perhaps 

^ For a recent estimate of the extent and effects of chemical warfare in Indochina, 
see The New York Times, March 15, 1970, and May 24, 1970; The Los Angeles 
Times, December 31, 1970. Several scientific papers prepared by such eminent sci¬ 
entists as Meselson, Pfeiffer, Orians, Neilands, Mayers, and Galston, and sponsored 
by the American Association for the Advancement of Science, so far constitute the 
most reliable indicators of the effects of herbicides and other chemicals being used 
in Indochina. 

"^See Herbert Mitgang, “The Air War in Asia and Its Cover-up in Washington,’ 
The New York Times, August 31, 1970. 
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more consciously than did his predecessor. The policy may not be geno- 
cidal in intent; its goal appears to be attrition. And depending on how 
technically the word genocide is interpreted, it may not be in effect if it 
succeeds, but it will at least yield to the U.S. the beaten and sunken re¬ 
mainder of a once proud and brave people—a sort of 20th century Indian 
reservation in the heart of Asia. 

In counter-insurgency, then, democratic “pluralism” is experienced by 
the targetted population in its corrupt, morally inverted form. In the 
“field” the different styles blend. The guerrillas and the masses experience 
all four: they are swept and bombed conventional style; punished and tor¬ 
tured style-para; quartered and controlled pacification style; and finally, 
face the prospects of a “long-haul, low-cost” technological extermination. 
In the lexicon of counter-revolutionaries, these wars are limited only 
in their consequences for the intervening power. For the people and 
country under assault, they are total. 

The attitudes and assumptions which are shared by all believers in 
counter-insurgency may be summarized as follows. 

1. There is a negative view of revolutionary warfare as a threat. Roger 
Hilsman (a well-known liberal scholar, associate of President Kennedy, 
and past Director of Intelligence and Research at the State Department) 
recalls that President Kennedy “let us all know of his interest in the sub¬ 
ject and started us thinking about it. From the beginning of his adminis¬ 
tration the President was convinced that the techniques of ‘revolutionary 
warfare’ constituted a special kind of threat... In an address to the 
National War College Vice-President Humphrey spoke of this “bold, new 
form of aggression which could rank with the discovery of gunpowder” 
as constituting “the major challenge to our security.”^'^ If guerrilla war¬ 
fare is viewed as the latest enemy weapon, Vietnam is its testing ground. 
“If guerrilla techniques succeed in Vietnam,” wrote James Reston, “no¬ 
body in Washington dare assume that the same techniques will not be 
applied in all communist rimlands from Korea to Iran.”^^ It is this view 
of revolutionary warfare as a menacing technique, a weapon lethal to the 
interests of the U.S., that led counter-revolutionary scholars like W. W. 
Rostow to portray the invasion of Vietnam as a war to end wars. He told 
a University of Leeds audience that: 

Roger Hilsman, To Move a Nation (New York: Dell Publishing Co., 1967)', 
p. 415. Emphasis mine. 

^^The New York TimeSy Serialized Editorials on “Wars of National Liberation,” 
June 30, July 2, July 3,1970. 

“Washington: The Larger Implications of Vietnam,” The Ney) York Times, 
April 25, 1965. 
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... if we have the common will to hold together and get on with the 
job—the struggle in Vietnam might be the last great confrontation of 

the post-war era-If the Cuban missile crisis was the Gettysburg of 

the cold war, Vietnam could be the Wilderness; for, indeed, the cold 
war has been a kind of global civil conflict. Vietnam could be made 
the closing of one chapter in modern history and the opening of 
another.^ 2 

Since American interest in revolutionary warfare began with a counter¬ 
revolutionary posture, it is natural for its politicians and establishment 
academicians to be attracted more to the myths and methods of those 
who have had to defend themselves against guerrillas than to an under¬ 
standing of the causes and characteristics of such a war. Americans are, 
therefore, unable to avoid the psychological and political pitfalls of co¬ 
lonial powers and feudal regimes. A symptom of this negativism is that, 
while describing it as a “bold new form of aggression,” scholarly, no less 
than government publications, including the course books at Fort Bragg, 
generally avoid the term “revolutionary war” (except occasionally in 
single quotes) in favor of old terms which do not express the vital distinc¬ 
tion between revolutionary and other types of guerrilla conflict. For ex¬ 
ample, the term “jungle warfare” is geographically limited, while “rev¬ 
olutionary wars” can be fought from the Sahara desert to the streets of 
Paris. “Guerrilla war” denotes some common features of such a conflict 
but does not emphasize the peculiarities of its modem, revolutionary 
variety. For example, like revolutionary wars, partisan movements known 
to us from the Napoleonic wars and World War II, were armed struggles 
led by guerrillas agaimst a vastly superior enemy in which the overtly 
neutral but covertly engaged civilians provided the demographic “sea” 
to the guerrilla “fish.” Yet the differences between these two types of 
warfare are significant. The partisans operated in support of conventional 
forces in open conflicts and expected liberation by the allies; they op¬ 
erated mostly as local bands which lacked nationwide structure and cen¬ 
tralized direction; their aims were politically and socially limited to lib¬ 
eration. A revolutionary guerrilla movement on the other hand, seeks not 
simply to inflict military losses on the enemy, but to destroy the legitimacy 
of its government and to establish its own legitimacy through the crea¬ 
tion of “parallel hierarchies” and a participatory, popular movement. 
The Chinese, Cuban, Algerian, and the Indochinese conflicts are cases in 

W. W. Rostow, “The Great Transition: Tasks of the Fim and Second Post War 
Generations,’’ February 23, 1967. Similar views have been expressed by Mr. Nixon 
on several occasions including his May 14, 1969, speech on Vietnam. 
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point. Tito’s partisan movement acquired many characteristics of a rev¬ 
olutionary war, but perhaps the earliest western example is the Irish rebel¬ 
lion of 1916-1922. 

The negative posture precludes a correct understanding of the proc¬ 
esses which explain, in the Third World today, the unprecedented pop¬ 
ularity of armed revolutions, and the capacity of some to expand and sus¬ 
tain their struggles* against incredibly heavy odds. Their purpose being 
counter-revolutionary, the theorists and practitioners of counter-insur¬ 
gency are unable to grasp or unwilling to acknowledge the illegitimacy 
of incumbents, the finality of broken political and social links, and the 
forging of new ones. Recognition of the revolutionary process, its causes, 
creative thrust, inherent justice, and the achievement of legitimacy by a 
revolutionary movement must cost the counter-insurgents their raison 
d’etre. Understandably then, counter-insurgents concentrate on studying 
and imitating the “techniques” and “tactics” of organizing and conduct¬ 
ing revolutionary warfare, and betray a defective comprehension of the 
essence, the inner logic of revolutions. I. F. Stone has accurately de¬ 
scribed a peculiarity of the literature on counter-insurgency: 

In reading the military literature on guerrilla warfare now so fashion¬ 
able at the Pentagon, one feels that these writers are like men watch¬ 
ing a dance from outside through heavy plate glass windows. They 
see the motions but they can’t hear the music. They put the mechanical 
gestures down on paper with pedantic fidelity. But what rarely comes 
through to them are the injured racial feelings, the misery, the ran¬ 
kling slights, the hatred, the devotion, the inspiration and the despera¬ 
tion. So they do not really understand what leads men to abandon 
wife, children, home, career, friends; to take to the bush and live gun 
in hand like a hunted animal; to challenge overwhelming military odds 
rather than acquiesce any longer in humiliation, injustice or 
poverty... 

2. Counter-insurgents share a conspiratorial theory which views rev¬ 
olutionary warfare as being primarily a technical problem, i.e., a prob¬ 
lem of plotting and subversion on the one hand and of intelligence and 
suppression on the other. As the chief conspiratorial group, the “Com¬ 
munists” are alleged to be the most likely initiators and beneficiaries 
of such revolutions. “Technique” is a key word in counter-in¬ 
surgency. “We have a long way to go,” Defense Secretary McNamara 
told a Congressional committee in 1963, “in devising and implementing 

I. F. Stone, In Time of Torment (New York: Vintage, 1968), pp. 173-174. 
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effective counter-measures against the communist techniques. But this is 
a challenge we must meet if we are to defeat the communists in this kind 
of war. It is quite possible that in the decade of the 1960’s the decisive 
struggle will take place in this area.”^^ 

Given the preoccupation with technique, conduct of counter-insurgen¬ 
cy is viewed as largely an exercise in the strategy and tactics of pacifica¬ 
tion and warfare, i.e., in managerial and military experimentations which 
come to be viewed as two facets of “one war.” The military advantages 
of guerrillas—mobility, freedom from logistical anchors, good intelli¬ 
gence, surprise, etc.—are studied, and counter-measures and devices are 
developed. Irregular terrain is considered a primary condition for guerril¬ 
la warfare, as is the complicity of a coerced population. Therefore, coun¬ 
ter-insurgent troops are trained in jungle warfare, and are taught and mo¬ 
tivated to WHAM (Win Hearts and Minds). 

This preoccupation has provided U.S. officials their only credible (in 
terms of facts), though less frequently expressed, justification for the in¬ 
vasion of Vietnam. In 1963, General Maxwell Taylor explained to a Con¬ 
gressional committee; 

Here we have a going laboratory where we see subversive insurgency, 
the Ho Chi Minh doctrine, being applied in all its forms. This has been 
a challenge not just for the armed services, but for several of the 
agencies of Government, as many of them are involved in one way or 
another in South Vietnam. On the military side, however, we have 
recognized the importance of the area as a laboratory. We have had 
teams out there looking at the equipment requirements of this kind of 
guerrilla warfare. We have rotated senior officers through there, 
spending several weeks just to talk to people and get the feel of the 
operation, so even though not regularly assigned to Vietnam, they 
are carrying their experience back to their own organizations.’"^® 

It is amazing that in a democracy, there was no serious public or parlia¬ 
mentary questioning of the consequences of an army considering another 
country a laboratory, and making a collective, psychic investment in it 
by rotating its senior officers. It is even more amazing that six years and at 
least four million casualties later. General Westmoreland could publicly 
declare in a civilized country that Vietnam had in fact been a valuable 

®*U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Appropriations, Department of 
Defense Appropriations for 1963. Hearings, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, Part 2, pp. 
49-50. 

^ Quoted in Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars, The Indochina Story (New 
York: Bantam Books, 1970), p. 93. 
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laboratory for testing new weapons and techniques; that the “lessons” 
and “devices” coming out of there are “revolutionizing” the techniques 
of warfare; that having inflicted in Vietnam “over two-thirds of enemy 
casualties,” long-range artillery and air power had proved their capacity 
to “rain destruction anywhere on the battlefield within minutes. .., 
whether friendly troops are present or not;” that with new electronic 
devices the enemy could be mechanically located, tracked, and targetted; 
and that technology would permit a “tremendous economy of man-pow¬ 
er.” The General is technically accurate; he may even be right in believ¬ 
ing that “no more than ten years” separate us from the “automated bat¬ 
tlefield.”^® If that is a correct prediction, American troop withdrawal may 
meet Sir Robert’s timetable. 

The trouble with the tracking, targetting, and locating devices, how¬ 
ever, is that they are even less capable of distinguishing between civilians 
and combatants than are the GIs, for they cannot even distinguish be¬ 
tween humans and animals. Such, for example, is the defect with the most 
favorite recent devices of counter-insurgency—the people sniffers. A 
ISJev) York Times article (May 28, 1967) notes: “that degree of exacti¬ 
tude would be welcome, but that is not the way the war is fought today. 
War Zone C and large areas of South Vietnam have been designated as 
free bombing zones. Anything that moves there is regarded as fair game. 
Previous high readings on the ‘people sniffers’ have brought B-52 raids 
from Guam.” Some pacification purists disapprove of such weapons and 
their use. By so doing they only absolve themselves of responsibility in 
crimes of war, for the technological-attritive approach is the logical out¬ 
growth of the interaction between counter-insurgency and technology. 
When a technologically superior country becomes committed to devel- 
oping techniques against a people’s war, it must end up producing and 
using weapons of mass murder. Given the frustrations of a protracted 
war, given also the imperative of avoiding American casualties, and the 
unwillingness of conscripted soldiers to fight for an unpopular regime, 
the distance between the Marine CAPS (Combined Action Platoons) 
and people sniffers was bound to be bridged by B-52s and free-fire zones. 

The conspiratorial theory provides the needed rationale and justifica¬ 
tion for counter-insurgency and foreign interventions. The French 
theorists were notorious for ascribing all “insurgencies” to Communism. 
In their view Algeria’s F.L.N. was a puppet alternately of Moscow, Peking, 

Congressional Record, October 16, 1969. The New York Times, October- 15, 
1969. Westmoreland’s address was given at the Annual Meeting of the Association of 
the United States Army. 
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and Cairo, just as their American colleagues view the NLF as a puppet of 
North Vietnam and/or China. Even Sir Robert Thompson, the shrewdest 
and by popular acclaim the most cogent exponent of counter-insurgency, 
begins his first book with a discussion of Communism which, according to 
him, “was no real threat to the security of the colonial governments or 
the well-being of the peoples of Southeast Asia^' until after World War 
11.^^ It is worth noting that in pairing the security of a foreign presence 
with the welfare of the natives. Sir Robert is not unique; his French and 
American counterparts share this propensity. Nor is the habit of viewing 
anti-colonial and radical nationalist movements as facets, or at least the 
dupes, of the international communist conspiracy uncommon, even among 
certified “anti-colonialist” American liberals.^® The association of guer¬ 
rilla warfare and radical nationalism with Communism helps justify U.S 
involvement in a wide range of counter-revolutionary operations from 
Ethiopia to Uruguay (the former against non-Marxist Eritrean nationalists, 
the latter against the Tupamaros, a group of anti-Communist Party, un¬ 
orthodox radicals). 

The insistence upon viewing revolutions in conspiratorial terms also 
permits a grossly distorted interpretation of the revolutionary process. For 
example. Sir Robert Thompson believes that the start and timing of an 
insurgency depends on an “order from Moscow.” He notes that in lib¬ 
erated areas insurgents are “careful to reduce taxes on land and crops well 
below the government level or even to remit them for a period.” “This,” 
he explains, “they can afford to do, having no overhead, and still not lack 
for money.The absence of overheads is not explained; and his sug¬ 
gestion that the Malayan Races Liberation Army and the NLF (Vietnam) 
are financially better off than their British and American opponents would 
be hilarious if it were not so cruel. 

®^Sir Robert Thompson, Defeating Communist Insurgency (London: Chatto and 
Windus, 1966), p. 14. (Italics added) 

®®E. L. Katzenbach, Deputy Under-Secretary of Defense in the Kennedy gov¬ 
ernment wrote: “We have fought wars of urban and industrial interdiction, while 
our own Asiatic opponents and the African opponents of our allies have patiently 
pursued a process of rural consolidation which has, in effect, given them an inviolable 
sanctuary from which they can attack and withdraw at willy Roger Hilsman pre¬ 
sents a more sophisticated version: If armed revolutions result from international 
conspiracy, its nationalist expression must also have communist connections. The 
communists, says Mr. Hilsman, especially hard to capture the extreme national¬ 
ists like Lumumba. They sponsor radical nationalism wherever they can find itP 
The message is clear: When a nationalist movement acquires radical content it is to 
be regarded as a threat to the “free world.” (Italics added) See Lt. Col. T. N. Greene, 
editor, The Guerrilla and How to Tight Him, selections from The Marine Corps 
Gazette, (New York: Praeger, 1962), p. 21, 24. 

Op. cit., p. 24. 
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3. A logical extension of the conspiratorial theory is the belief, held 
with particular tenacity by counter-revolutionary army officers, that any 
revolutionary movement is inspired, directed, and controlled from abroad. 
The sanctuary—from which guerrillas can smuggle supplies and in which 
they can train their troops—is considered the primary factor in their suc¬ 
cess. In a widely acclaimed speech in 1961, W. W. Rostow, Special As¬ 
sistant to President Kennedy, stated that “we are determined to help de¬ 
stroy this international disease, that is, guerrilla war designed, initiated, 
supplied, and led from outside an independent nation.”^^ Indeed so strong 
was the belief in the external origins of guerrillas that Washington pro¬ 
moted plans for the “offensive use of guerrillas” against undesirable re¬ 
gimes. Their performance in the Bay of Pigs and inside North Vietnam 
does not appear to have discouraged the enthusiasts.^^ 

The importance of an active sanctuary should not be underestimated, 
particularly in cases when a great power intervenes with its full might. 
However, it is not essential to success. In Cuba, Yugoslavia, and China 
the revolutionaries did not have active sanctuaries. In Burma, and to a 
lesser extent in Greece, sanctuaries proved of limited value. Neither the 
extremely effective Morice Line in Algeria, nor the Lattre Line around 
the Red River Delta, nor the armored Ping-Han Japanese railroad in 
North China had much effect on the outcome of each war. Politically 
and militarily, revolutionary guerrillas are a self-sustaining group who 
make a fetish of self-reliance and can go on fighting indefinitely even if 
infiltration from across the border stops. There is overwhelming evidence 
that prior to massive U. S. escalation of the war, which necessitated the 

^°His statement appeared to threaten a land invasion, and foreshadowed the 
aerial invasion of North Vietnam; “It is important that the world become clear in 
mind that the operation run from Hanoi against Vietnam is as certain a form of ag¬ 
gression as the violation of the 38th parallel by the North Korean Army in June, 
1950.” Greene, ibid., p. 59. 

*^Put into practice, these plans have ended disastrously. Such was the case with 
U.S. attempts to infiltrate guerrilla teams into North Vietnam, a practice that is be¬ 
lieved to have begun in 1958 and continued at least until 1965. Bernard Fail, among 
others, has reported that these “[guerrillas] met with dismal failure. . . . Present losses 
are reported to run at 85 percent [of] the total personnel engaged in such opera¬ 
tions.” The Two Viet-Nams (New York; Praeger, 1964), second revised edition, 
p. 402. The London Times (April 20,^1968) reported that (a) the South Vietnamese 
agents were trained by the CIA in Special Forces camps, notably the 77th Special 
Forces group; (b) 95 per cent casualties were admitted in 1963 (“a complete fiasco”); 
and (c) these operations became a conduit for opium trade. Marshal Ky, who was in 
charge of the parachute drops, was removed for his part in opium smuggling. 

For additional information on the “offensive use of guerrillas” see Slavko N. 
Bjelajac, “Unconventional Warfare in the Nuclear Era,” Orbis, Vol. IV (Fall, 1960), 
pp, 323-337; Robert Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kitner, and Stefan T. Possony, A For¬ 
ward Strategy for America (New York; Harper, 1961); and Peter Paret and John 
W. Shy, Guerrillas in the 1960^s (New York: Praeger, 1962), pp. 4, 63-69. 
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augmentation of Northern aid, the NLF was entirely self-sufficient in 
South Vietnam; and that the bulk of its arms were captured or bought 
from Saigon. John Mecklin, a former U. S. senior diplomat in Saigon, put 
it quite succinctly when he stated that the interdiction of Northern sup¬ 
plies to South Vietnam would weaken the Vietcong “probably not much 
more than the efficiency of the Pentagon would be reduced if the air- 
conditioning were shut off.”^^ 

The incumbent or occupying army’s pressure for conventional attack 
on an external sanctuary, however, is a good indicator that the war has 
been lost on home grounds. In revolutionary warfare professional armies 
trained for conventional combat follow a vicious logic of escalation which 
derives from acute frustration over an elusive war that puts in question 
not only their effectiveness, but the very validity of their training and 
organization. Moreover, the morale of professional soldiers cannot be 
maintained if they know they are fighting a popular revolution; hence, 
the compulsion to believe that behind the popular behavior lies the terror 
of an army trained, equipped, and directed by a foreign power, and the 
wish to draw the enemy into open battles. (Military officers often attest 
that they subject civilians to artillery fire and air raids in the hope that, 
deprived of civilian cover, the guerrillas would be forced into open bat¬ 
tles.) Since reprisals against the population fail to produce the desired 
result, carrying the war to a sovereign nation becomes the most com¬ 
pelling and indeed, the only road to a conventional showdown with the 
enemy. In Algeria this demand led to French participation in the inva¬ 
sion of Suez, then to a single bombing raid of the Tunisian border town 
of Sakiet Sidi Youssef, which produced considerable international 
protest, including that of John F. Kennedy. Had the French government 
succumbed to the pressures of its army, France would have been the first 
power to violate the international practice of respecting the rights of 
sanctuary—a principle that was observed in Korea, Greece, Cyprus, and 
Malaya. We know what the U. S. might do if the Vietnamese were to 
bomb its sanctuaries in Thailand or the Pacific Ocean. But I wonder what 
position it will take as a major powei" when Portugal, Rhodesia, and 
South Africa follow its example and invade the African “sanctuaries” of 
their opponents. When practiced by a super-power, counter-insurgency 
involves the progressive breaking of the few rules which help keep po¬ 
tentially conflagrating conflicts within national boundaries. 

4. The revolutionary movement is believed to 6njoy considerable ad- 

John Mecklin, Missipn in Torment (New York: Doubleday, 1965), p. 303. 
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vantage because in the words of W. W. Rostow “its task is merely to de¬ 
stroy while the government must build and protect what it is building.”^^ 
Whether seriously held or consciously contrived, this view contradicts 
the findings of those who have studied and observed these movements. 
Given the inevitable, and generally vast, disparity of military strength 
between the guerrillas and the government, the success of a revolutionary 
movement depends on“ the covert and sustained support of a substantial 
portion of the population. 

A revolutionary movement capable of eliciting such support must 
bring an ideological thrust, organizational form, and programmatic con¬ 
tent into the amorphous revolutionary situation. It must demonstrate, in 
practice, that there are alternative structures and arrangements which ap¬ 
proximate the popular yearning for a just, communal, and participatory 
system. A revolutionary guerrilla movement whose organization, leaders, 
and policies do not reflect the promises of the revolution (particularly in 
the base areas) is not likely to receive the sustained mass support neces¬ 
sary for protracted struggle. Achieving moral isolation of the enemy and 
legitimacy for the revolution requires not only the severance of the old 
but also the forging of new political and social links. 

Once a revolutionary movement enters the guerrilla phase, its central 
objective is not simply to achieve the moral isolation of the enemy, but 
also to confirm, perpetuate, and institutionalize it by providing an alterna¬ 
tive to the discredited regime through the creation of “parallel hier¬ 
archies.” The major task of the movement, then, is not to outfight but to 
out-legitimize and outadminister the government. It must institute a mea¬ 
sure of land reforms, reduce rents, equalize wages, and build an adminis¬ 
trative structure to collect taxes, provide some education and social wel¬ 
fare, and maintain a modicum of economic activity. A revolutionary 
guerrilla movement which does not have these constructive concerns and 
structures to fulfill its obligations to the populace would degenerate into 
banditry. Even in clandestineness, the parallel government must prove its 
efficacy, and maintain a measure of accountability to the population. 
These are not easy tasks. It would be a rare revolutionary war, indeed, in 
which the government’s destruction of civilian population and property 
does not surpass, by a wide margin, the losses caused by the guerrillas’ 
selective terror and sabotage. 

5. The liberal-reformist theorists of pacification bring to the doctrine 
of counter-insurgency a certain comprehension of the interdependence 

^ Greene, op. cit., p. 60. 
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of political, military, and psychological factors in revolutionary warfare, 
They postulate that although guerrilla wars result from conspiracy and 
are waged by remote control, the cooperation or at least the neutrality of 
a passive population is essential to their survival and effectiveness. They 
recognize that politics play the dominant role in such coitfiicts and that 
for revolutionaries, civilians are the first and remain the primary object 
of attention. They admit the central importance of “ideology” and the 
existence of a “cause” around which the masses could be mobilized, and al¬ 
low that the presence of acute economic and social grievances is causally 
linked with popular support for revolutionaries. 

These theorists draw heavily on what they construe to be the revolu¬ 
tionary model. They search for a cause to match the enemy’s. A counter¬ 
ideology is sought to compete with the revolutionary one. Strategic ham¬ 
lets are the intended equals of popular base areas. Psychological warfare 
counters revolutionary political work. Pacification teams duplicate the 
revolutionary cadres. Re-education centers seek to reverse the guerril¬ 
las’ commitment. The doctrine suffers from serious flaws, however. 
These result from its colonial antecedents, bureaucratic bias, and opera¬ 
tional preoccupations. Their limited insight into the revolutionary proc¬ 
ess is dissipated by their obsession with mechanisms of control and by 
their continued focus on coercion as a means of obtaining popular sup¬ 
port. 

Since classical liberalism provides little justification for counter-revolu¬ 
tionary involvements abroad, pacification theorists seek it in related west¬ 
ern traditions. This invariably entails a revival of the colonial and con¬ 
servative ethos of the nation. They derive inspiration from colonial his¬ 
tory and learn from its example. The French theorists, much like their 
American colleagues, emphasize that “pacification” is part of the western 
tradition, that conventional warfare gained ascendancy only during the 
two world wars, and that it was again being superceded by “limited,” un¬ 
conventional conflicts. In their search for western models and cultural 
continuity, the French theorists of La Guerre Revolutionnaire invoked 
the memories of pacification in the heyday of colonialism. They frequent¬ 
ly cited examples and works of the colonizers of North Africa—General 
Bugeaud, Marshal Lyautey, and Galieni. -The latter’s doctrine on the iden¬ 
tity of civilian and military authority, the role of officier-administrateur 
and officier-educateur was extolled; their methods were emulated.^^ 

In the U.S. the experiences with the Indians and other colonial exploits 

^*See Peter Parer, French Revolutionary Warfare, From Indo-China to Algeria 
(New York: Praeger, 1964), Chapter 7. 
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provide the source of inspiration. “It is ironic that we Americans have to 
learn this military lesson again in the twentieth century ...wrote Roger 
Hilsman. After reminding his audience of American experiences in irregu¬ 
lar warfare, in “Indian fighting,” he invokes the memory of “one of the 
most successful counter-guerrilla campaigns in history” during the U.S. 
colonization of the Philippines. Mr. Hilsman goes on to give some gory 
details, and to draw some “fundamental lessons” from defeating the “ex¬ 
tremists” and “bands of religious fanatics” who were vile enough to resist 
foreign occupation. The lessons include: (a) Maximum use of native mer¬ 
cenaries as demonstrated by the “fabulous exploits” of the “famed Philip¬ 
pine constabulary.” (b) Leadership role for Americans—“over each group 
[of native recruits] we put a trained American officer—a bold and deter¬ 
mined leader.” (The official euphemism is “advisory role.”) (c) Adoption 
of “Indian fighting” tactics of surprise and nighttime attacks—“the solution 
is to adopt the same weapons to fight him.”^^ Mr. Hilsman does not mention 
that the “successful” Philippine campaign was “... the bloodiest colonial 
war (in proportion to population) ever fought by a white power in Asia; 
it cost the lives of 300,000 Filipinos.”^® 

Despite their rhetoric, which stresses the primacy of politics and calls 
peaceful revolution their goal, the liberal-reformists treat counter-insur¬ 
gency essentially as an administrative problem subject to managerial and 
technical solutions. A vulgar symptom of this phenomenon is that among 
the less sophisticated, second-rate counter-insurgency experts, managerial 
“innovations” become a fetish. Even changes in the size and appellation 
of platoons and pacification teams are viewed as innovations and improve¬ 
ments. Periodic changes in the abbreviations of essentially unchanged, arti¬ 
ficial bureaucratic creations (RD, RF, PSDF, APT, APC and so on) give 
the “pacifiers” a sense of motion, which they equate with progress.^^ 
Ambassador Bunker has announced that CORDS (previously OCO and 
USOM) is now to be called CD and LDP (Community Defense and Local 
Development Plan).^® 

Even Sir Robert Thompson who evinces a keen understanding of some 
aspects of revolutionary warfare has a fundamentally bureaucratic view 
of the problem. “The bias of this book,” he says in the introduction of 
his highly acclaimed first work, “is heavily weighted on the administra¬ 
tive and other aspects of an insurgency.The promise is kept. He offers 

“International War: The New Communist Tactics” in Greene, op. ck.y p. 26. 

“ Fall, op. cit., p. 464. 

For an example, see Robert Komer, op. cit. 

The New York Times, January 23,1971. 

Defeating Communist Insurgency, op. cit., p. 10. 
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a detailed and technically impeccable critique of the weaknesses and fail¬ 
ings of counter-insurgency in Vietnam—cabinet-style government is 
lacking, the country is divided into too many provinces, hamlets are too 
small to be viable administrative units, the army has become larger than 
the police, security forces are fragmented, and strategic hamlets are not 
carefully planned and executed. Sir Robert’s criticism is correct; but it is 
irrelevant, for no amount of bureaucratic wisdom could win the war in 
Vietnam. The relevant analysis would be concerned with the actual or 
potential legitimacy of the local as well as national authority represented 
by the Saigon regime, and with an honest appraisal of the causes and char¬ 
acter of the linkages between the revolutionary movement and the 
Vietnamese masses. But the posture of counter-insurgency as well as the 
colonial and bureaucratic mentality preclude objectivity as well as the 
full perception of reality on these questions. 

As noted earlier, revolutionary warfare demands the development of 
new styles and institutions before the attainment of power. In order to 
elicit voluntary and maximum participation by the people under condi¬ 
tions of extreme stress, the revolutionary leaders and cadres must form 
organic ties with them. Revolutionary style and institutions are most suc¬ 
cessful when they are qualitatively different from the existing ones, and, 
at the same time, appeal to the deepest and most natural yearnings of the 
masses. Revolutionary behavior, therefore, defies conventional styles and 
expectations. In revolutions, life begins to manifest itself in forms which 
are incomprehensible to bureaucrats and social engineers. Wolin and 
Schaar’s analysis of the “educational bureaucracy” applies admirably to 
the counter-insurgency experts: “The bureaucratic search for ‘under¬ 
standing’ does not begin in wonder, but in the reduction of the world to 
the ordinary and manageable. In order to deal with the world in the cogni¬ 
tive mode, the world must first be approached as an exercise in ‘problem¬ 
solving.’ ” Finding the solution implies devising the right techniques; 
hence “reality is parsed into an ensemble of discreet though related parts, 
and each part is assigned to the expert specially assigned to deal with that 
part.”'"'*^ 

Examples of the “reduction of the world to the ordinary and man¬ 
ageable” abound in the literature of counter-revolution. Only one should 
suffice: Professor Ithiel de Sola Pool rules out as “not acceptable... the 
inclusion of the Vietcong in a coalition government or even the persis¬ 
tence of the Vietcong as a legal organization in South Vietnam.” This 

^“Sheldon Wolin and John Schaar, “Berkeley; The Battle of People’s Park,” The 
New York Review of Books, (June 19, 1969), p. 29. 
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yields him a problem: “the Vietcong is too strong to be simply beaten 
or suppressed.” Whereupon cognitive dissonance theory suggests the so¬ 
lution: “discontented leadership” has “the potential for making a total 
break when the going gets too rough.” The latter having been achieved 
by American fire power, the Vietcong need “a political rationalization for 
changing sides.” Pacification must address itself to this task. The Viet- 
cong’s “image of reality” and “naive ideology” which regard the Saigon 
government as consisting of America’s puppets and the peasants’ ex¬ 
ploiters must be replaced by a more realistic view. Toward this end re¬ 
forms should be introduced, and the deserting Vietcong cadres should 
be given the opportunity to serve the government.^^ Professor Pool as¬ 
sumes that being bureaucrats on the “make” they will accept the oppor¬ 
tunity to join the government. Dr. Pool is not a novice in political analy¬ 
sis; he is Chairman of the Political Science Department at M.I.T. Nor is 
he a stranger to Vietnam; over the years he has been conducting research 
there for the Pentagon. Yet, this is how he understands the dedication 
and motivation of the men who have successfully resisted, for more than 
two bloody decades, the fully employed might of one great power and 
one superpower. In counter-revolution, political analysis surrenders to 
the pathology of bureaucratic perception. 

Students of French counter-insurgency have noted that the vast bib¬ 
liography of La Guerre Revolutionnaire theorists contained no work on 
the ideology of the Algerian F.L.N. This observation is equally true of 
Vietnam, although Douglas Pike has seemingly devoted his attention to 
the organization and ideology of the NLF.^^ In fact, so pervasive has been 
the counter-revolutionary ethos of contemporary social science in the 
U.S. that the lack of attention to revolutionary ideology is generally true 
of contemporary liberal scholarship, i. e., if one understands ideology as 
the value commitment of a people, rather than as an administrative weapon. 
Richard Pfeffer has pointed out in connection with China studies: 

... the tendency to comprehend revolutions largely in terms of tech¬ 
niques of manipulation and control; and its corollary, the tendency to 
ignore, devalue, or treat primarily as a component of administra¬ 
tion the force of revolutionary spirit, class struggle, and commitment. 
Missing in liberal scholarship’s examination of revolution (and coun¬ 
ter-revolution) has been the appreciation of the intense value commit- 

Quoted ill Noam Chomsky, American Power and the New Mandarins (New 
York: Pantheon, 1967), p. 49. 

See Douglas Pike, Vietcong (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1966). 
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ment to radical change in a particular direction—just any direction 
will not do—held by those in revolt.^^ 

Similarly, while the counter-revolutionaries display deep interest in 
revolutionary programs and organization, they perceive these as being 
motivated opportunistically and instrumentally. For example, land reform 
by revolutionaries is viewed as an opportunistic instrument for establish¬ 
ing control in the countryside, not as the positive outcome of the complex 
interaction between the revolutionary movement and the masses, nor the 
result of strongly held convictions, or deeply felt needs. The U.S. gov¬ 
ernment’s most renowned expert on Vietnam, writes of the NLF land re¬ 
form: “In many cases this amounted to a virtual bribe; the rural Viet¬ 
namese was offered the thing he wanted above all else: Land.”^'* He does not 
inform us why the GVN-U.S. has been unwilling or unable to offer a 
similar “bribe,” nor what happens to the peasant’s land when government 
control is re-established in a village. He also does not tell us why the U. S., 
with its enormous resources has failed in competing with the VC to buy- 
off the peasants. 

It is only natural that their own opportunism, and preoccupation with 
stability and control should lead these theorists to at first qualify, then 
distort, and finally abandon their central, albeit only, positive theme— 
that revolutionary warfare has its basis in the existence of acute griev¬ 
ances, and that the achievement of social, economic, and political progress 
will reduce the chances of its outbreak and/or success. The qualification 
begins with the argument that although “modernization” is essential in 
the “long-run,” social and economic inequities and injustices pose no real 
threat to stability until they are exploited by conspirators. The essential 
requirements of stability are, therefore, efficient administration and the 
policing of the population. Hence, reforms are seen only as useful auxil- 
liaries to “pacification.” Roger Hilsman concludes: “To summarize my 
feeling on popularity [of government], reform, and modernization: (1) 
they are important ingredients but are not the determinants of events; (2) 
their role must be measured more in terms of their contribution to physi¬ 
cal security than we generally realize.”^® As the dialectic of pacification^ 
approaches its denouement, these qualifications provide the bases for the 

Richard M. PfelTer, “Revolution and Rule: Where Do We Go From Here,” 
Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars, (April-July 1970), Vol. 2, No. 3, p. 89, re¬ 
viewing Ezra Vogel’s Canton Under Communism (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni¬ 
versity Press, 1969). 

Pike, op, cit., p. 276. 

°Mn Greene, op. cit., pp. 31, 32, 
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emergence of a counter-revolutionary “revisionism”—totalitarian in pre¬ 
cept, genocidal in effect. It postulates that the population’s behavior, not 
its attitude, the revolutionary infrastructure’s destruction, not the estab¬ 
lishment of a government’s popularity, are the operative factors in de¬ 
feating “insurgency.”^^ 

The distortion develops, among other reasons, from continued focus 
on “coercion” and “terror” as the basis of mass support for guerrillas. 
At their best, counter-insurgency experts display an obvious contradiction 
between their rhetoric and their perception of reality. Sir Robert informs 
us that the “Communists are normally careful, however, not to murder 
a popular person before he has been discredited ... are careful not to un¬ 
dertake general terror against the population as a whole.... Terror is 
more effective when selective. This allows the Communist behavior to¬ 
ward the people as a whole to be good and strict discipline is used to en¬ 
force it.” Yet he describes this behavior as a “policy of wholesale murder 
... designed to keep the local population completely cowed.”®^ 

At their worst, some experts, among whom military men predominate, 
ascribe all the advantages of guerrillas to a “reign of terror.” But the most 
pathetic are those who appear incapable of relating their facts to their 
interpretation. For example, Mr. Pike presents an impressive amount of 
evidence which illustrates that, except in the rarest instances, the NLF’s 
use of sabotage and assassination is sociologically selective, politically 
judicious, and psychologically liberating. Yet his conclusions stand out in 
glaring opposition to his facts. One is struck by the schizophrenic quality 
of his study. 

It is probably impossible for counter-revolutionaries to perceive the 
truth, for doing so entails admitting a revolution’s legitimacy, and their 
own side’s lack of it. Even Sir Robert’s statement contains more than 
mere rhetorical exaggeration. He views effective coercion of the people 
as the main purpose of “selective terror.” These attitudes provide the jus¬ 
tification for a government’s “counter-terror” which begins with “selec¬ 
tive” reprisals only to escalate into massive and indiscriminate violence. 

The complex reality behind “terror” is contrary to these views. By rea¬ 
son of its clandestineness and dependence on the masses for secrecy and 
information, the guerrilla movement cannot compete with the coercive 
ability of the legal government, or the occupying power. Highly com¬ 
mitted but covert civilian support cannot be obtained at gun-point. 

^The term “revisionist” in this context is credited to David Halberstam, although 
he used it to apply only to the question of land reform. See his “Voices of the Viet- 
cong,” Harper^s, (January 1968), p. 47. 

Defeating Communist Insurgency, op. cit., pp. 24, 25. 


40 




Revolutionary War and Counter-Insurgency 

Given their low estimate of the masses, incumbents belatedly discover 
that their “counter-terror” produces results quite opposite of those ex¬ 
pected or desired. This realization increases their frustration and feeling 
of moral isolation. Instead of providing a basis for correction, this be¬ 
lated and hazy perception of reality only augments their desperation and 
leads to incredible acts of inversion. Thus, the bombing and burning of 
villages are often justified on the ground that the affected villagers will 
blame the Vietcong for “exposing” them to government reprisals; it is 
believed that the enemy thus loses popular support. 

Since they are interested only in operational payoffs, the counter-in¬ 
surgents’ investigation into revolutionary theory and practice tend to be 
selective, superficial, and systems-oriented. For example, the military 
writings of Mao Tse-tung are reproduced and cited out of their political 
context, their specific, local character is ignored, and Mao is presented 
as a system-builder, rather than the leader of a historical revolution.®® 
The “systems” orientation as well as the conspiratorial view produce a 
bias in favor of seeking similarities among revolutions. Hence, the fact 
that, despite many similarities, the Chinese, Vietnamese, Algerians, and 
Cubans fought very different wars and owed little to Mao’s “doctrine” is 
often ignored. Yet the same theorists rarely acknowledge the fact that 
the similarities among those revolutions result more from common cpndi- 
tions (e.g., Japanese, French, and American occupation) than a common 
doctrine or source of conspiracy. 

The counter-revolutionary theorists are ultimately concerned with or¬ 
der more than participation, control more than consent of the governed, 
obedience more than title to authority, stability more than change. To 
them the people are objects of policy, a means rather than an eiid, a 
manipulable, malleable mass whose behavior toward the government is 
ultimately more important than are their feelings and attitudes. It is only 
natural that counter-revolutionary theorists should dissipate their limited 
insight into revolutionary warfare as they focus on the links between the 
people and the revolutionary cadres. They conclude that the effectiveness 
and strength of revolutionaries rest in their ability to manipulate (“tech¬ 
niques of mass deception”) and coerce the masses (“terror”), and in their 
ruthless organizational skills (“infrastructure”). As a result, their prescrip¬ 
tions reveal considerable technical expertise, an obsession with controlling 
and manipulating the masses (strategic hamlets, Psy-Warfare), and an 

^®For example, see E. L. Katzenbach, Jr., “Time, Space, and Will: Politico-Mili¬ 
tary Views of Mao Tse-tung,” Greene, op. cit., pp. 11-21. The writer goes so far as 
to ascribe the battle of Dien Bien Phu directly to Mao’s “daring.” (p. 21) 
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oblique if not altogether distorted view of the needs and demands of the 
people. Their indebtedness to what they construe to be the insurgent 
model is unmistakable; but their understanding of it remains crooked. 
The “reflection in the mirror is sharp,” wrote Peter Paret of the French 
counter-revolutionary doctrine in Algeria, “while the thing reflected re¬ 
mains shadowy.”^^ And so we return to Stone’s classic description of 
these men “... watching a dance from outside through heavy plate glass 
windows. They see the motions but they can’t hear the music_” 

In practice the liberal-reformists seek to wage counter-revolutionary 
campaigns by adopting the organizing principles, “attitudes,” and “be¬ 
havior” of the revolutionaries. Sir Robert calls it the “Same Element 
Theory of Guerrilla Warfare.” He advises engaging guerrillas “in their 
own element” by inserting government forces “into the same element as 
the insurgent forces to which they are opposed.” A fierce dog cannot beat 
a tom-cat in an alley, for the latter will “climb up the tree and leave the 
dog to chase female cats.” The answer, says Sir Robert, is to use instead a 
fiercer tom-cat; “the two cannot fail to meet because they are both in ex¬ 
actly the same element and have exactly the same purpose in life. The 
weaker will be eliminated. 

Sir Robert presupposes the incumbent government’s legitimacy, jus¬ 
tice, and willingness to accomplish the transformation of society. Without 
such an assumption it would surely be impossible to assign to counter¬ 
insurgent forces “exactly the same purpose in life” as that of the revolu¬ 
tionaries; or to expect that the population-at-large will provide the dem¬ 
ographic sea to the counter-guerrilla fish. Yet barring a negotiated or 
unilateral abdication and withdrawal (the latter in the case of a foreign 
power), incumbents are by definition incapable of seriously seeking the 
removal of the causes upon which a successful revolution may be based. 
France, the U.S.A., and their local collaborators could not credibly claim 
national liberation to be their goals in Algeria and Vietnam. Algerian 
colons and Vietnamese landlords who formed the backbone of in¬ 
cumbency could not be serious about instituting meaningful land re¬ 
forms. 

Lacking genuine revolutionary, even reformist, commitment, unable 
or unwilling to acknowledge the real aspirations of the people, the coun¬ 
ter-revolutionary effort misses the heart of the matter. Hence, they pro¬ 
gressively give up on winning the hearts; and concentrate instead on 
conquering the minds (“it’s the minds that matter,” says Sir Robert) and 

Paret, op, cit., p. 20. 

^Defeatmg Ccmmmnist Insurgency, op, cit., pp. 119-120. 
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destroying bodies. Even Sir Robert, now retired from a relatively civilized 
colonial civil service and only a part-time missionary to “Macedonia,” 
has been unable in his most recent book to escape the vicious logic of 
protracted counter-insurgency. Others, being less civil and more service- 
minded, may be even less fortunate; for unlike Sir Robert, they do not 
feebly condemn or even acknowledge the GVN-U.S. practices of “tor¬ 
ture and the shooting of prisoners” and of using weapons of “mass de¬ 
struction ... in inhabited areas.”®^ It is a nemesis of the liberal-reformist 
approach that it breeds among its believers and practitioners a contempt 
for the very liberal values and democratic institutions which they claim 
to represent. A closer look at the paradigm of counter-revolutionary 
practice in Algeria and Vietnam would lead us to the conclusion that the 
failure to transform the “fierce dog” into a “tom-cat” produces a frustrated 
animal endowed with neo-fascist attributes and genocidal tendencies. 

# # # # 

In Vietnam, more than in Algeria, the doctrine of counter-insurgency 
has had its full play. In both countries its inner logic and corrupt and 
destructive nature was fully exposed to the world, stripped of the liberal, 
reformist pretenses of its practitioners. Yet there might be a fateful 
difference between Algeria and Vietnam. The former marked the end 
of France’s involvement in counter-insurgency; its exponents ended up in 
prison or oblivion. The latter appears to have been a testing ground and 
training area rather than the terminal point for American counter-revOlu- 
tion. Its practitioners attend conferences and join public forums to dis¬ 
cuss the “lessons” of Vietnam. There is little reason to hope that the U. S. 
will soon end its policy of military support and interventions in behalf of 
the status quo in Asia and Latin America. Its officials are known to count 
among the benefits of the Vietnam war the unusual opportunity to devel¬ 
op and test new weapons for “irregular” warfare; a new generation of 
officers and men have gained combat experience in guerrilla warfare in 
unfamiliar terrain; lessons learned in Vietnam have led to improved tech¬ 
niques of pacification in the client states of Asia and Latin America. De¬ 
velopments in Indonesia, Thailand, Guatemala and, above all, in Laos and 
Cambodia, are indications that the “lessons” of Vietnam have reinforced 
the most barbaric and destructive components of counter-insurgency.- 
The technological-attritive approach is now likely to be practiced in its 
latest, revised form which stresses the establishment of totalitarian con¬ 
trols over the population, massive ‘displacement and dispossession of the 

No Exit From Vietnam^ op. cit., p. 164. 
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peasants, and rapid and ruthless reprisals with maximum reliance on tech¬ 
nology—^bombings, napalm, and defoliation—rather than troops. 

At a conference on Violence and Social Change, organized by the Adlai 
Stevenson Institute in the summer of 1969, Robert W. Komer, former 
Ambassador in charge of the American Pacification Program in Vietnam, 
explained that Vietnam had proved the inefiicacy of “gradual escalation” 
which permitted the “guerrillas to make adjustments” and withstand allied 
pressure. Hence, the “lesson” was to escalate ruthlessly and rapidly; 
“snow them under,” he said. It is a measure of the helplessness of hu¬ 
manity rather than of freedom in America that in my concern for the sur¬ 
vival of the Indochinese people and culture I should have to share public 
platforms with men who, in the opinion of qualified persons, are at least 
deserving of trial as criminals of war. 

Conclusion, There are many ways in which the practice of counter-in¬ 
surgency erodes the democratic processes and institutions of metropolitan 
countries. The fall of the Fourth Republic, the French army officers’ in¬ 
volvement in the clandestine OAS, and their open rebellion in 1962 are 
examples for Americans to ponder. The pursuit of counter-revolutionary 
foreign policy undermines a democracy in many ways. It enhances the 
power of the secret services of government over which parliamentary 
institutions can exercise little or no control and whose activities public 
organs (press, political parties, etc.) are normally unable to report and 
censure. The expanded role of the CIA, and of the armed forces’ special 
branches are examples. As their activities and influence increase, such 
agencies not only circumvent representative institutions but even begin 
to infiltrate and corrupt civilian life. The CIA’s clandestine use of the 
National Students Association and of several universities is a case in point. 

In order to overcome the checks of parliamentary institutions and pub¬ 
lic opinion, a government involved in counter-insurgency seeks ways to 
reduce its accountability to representative bodies, and to by-pass pres¬ 
sures of public opinion. Expansion of the role of the secret services is only 
one of many ways in which this is done. Another favorite ploy is to em¬ 
ploy puppet armies and experts to subvert foreign governments and fight 
wars by proxy. This is how Mr. E. L. Katzenbach stated the proposition 
in an anthology which received the approbation of President Kennedy: 

... we need not only troops which can strike on the peripheries of the 
free world, but also troops which can be sent not merely to fight but 
also to maintain order. We need not only useful troops but usable 
troops—that is to say^ troops 'which are politically expendable^ the 
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kind of troops who can do the job as it is needed without too great a 
political outcry in a nation like our own which so abhors war. . . 

The emphasis on “usable troops” led the French to rely heavily not 
only on special units of enlisted men (e.g., the parachutists) and on Afri¬ 
can regiments but also, and increasingly, on the mercenary Foreign 
Legion units which were largely composed of Germans. The U.S., in ad¬ 
dition to providing armaments, training, and “advisers” to counter-revo¬ 
lutionary clients, raises private armies like that of the Cuban exiles who 
invaded Cuba or the Guatemalan rightists who have in recent years ter¬ 
rorized the peasants. In their Special Warfare units, they have also been 
recruiting Central and Eastern European exiles. A counter-revolutionary 
policy abroad can only reinforce reactionary trends within a society. It 
cuts a foreign power off from progressive forces and influences abroad, 
locks it in rigid alliances with reactionary elements, and encourages the 
rise and recruitment in the government of ultra-conservative and fascist 
elements. 

Failure to defeat revolutionaries in protracted war alienates participants 
in counter-insurgency against the democratic values and institutions of 
their own country. The war is eventually seen as being lost at home rather 
than in the field; dissent and divisions at home contrast with the enviable 
solidarity and dedication of the enemy; and democratic institutions in¬ 
creasingly appear as unworkable in revolutionary settings. The “power¬ 
lessness” of the “democratic ideology” was the common complaint among 
the supporters of counter-insurgency in France. In America too it is be¬ 
coming a familiar theme, in scholarly analyses no less than political pro¬ 
nouncements. One frequently sees statements similar to the following by 
Professor Ithiel de Sola Pool: 

The agonizing political lesson that racks this country is that there has 
been a failure of our own political system. The intensity of dissent, 
the lack of public understanding of our national policy, and the 
divisions that rack American society today have thrown into some 
question the stability of government in the United States, the capacity 
of our system to govern effectively, the basic commitment of the 
American people to the payment of costs of our national goals. These 
are failings of which we usually accuse the Vietnamese, but the 
criticism is more fairly addressed against ourselves®^ 

Greene, op. cit., p. 21 . (Italics added) 

Richard M. Pfener, No More Vietnams? (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), 
p. 142. 


45 



Revolutionary War and Counter-Insurgency 

Disaffection from the existing system occurs also among the opponents 
of counter-revolutionary war since their protests produce no result, and 
new elections, while producing new promises, fail to yield a new policy. 
The divisions and disillusionments that follow involvement in counter¬ 
revolution ultimately reduce the legitimacy of existing institutions, in¬ 
spire opposition to or contempt for them, and weaken the will to resist 
their corruption or destruction. 

Above all, involvement in counter-insurgency politicizes the military 
and encourages its intrusion into civilian life. In France it produced, at 
first, deep extra-constitutional involvement by the military in the political 
affairs of the country, and finally a rebellion. Training and participation 
in counter-insurgency necessarily involves emphasis on the identity and 
interrelatedness of civilian and military tasks and authority. It is not real¬ 
istic to expect military men who are trained to be “soldier-political work¬ 
ers” to remain apolitical at home. The maintenance of a double standard 
for the army’s role abroad and at home becomes especially difficult when 
the war is seen as being lost at home. The determination to equip the na¬ 
tives with the “will to fight” transfers eventually to the metropolitan 
country when the “will” of the people “at home” appears to be sagging. 
The crusade abroad may find expressions at home when the society is 
viewed as needing moral or political regeneration. 

The counter-revolutionary chickens, therefore, have a tendency to re¬ 
turn home to roost. Whether the “homecoming” is complete or partial 
depends on the strains and stresses of involvements abroad, and a govern¬ 
ment’s ability to extricate itself from the war in good time. The Fourth 
Republic survived the first Indochinese war but collapsed during the Al¬ 
gerian. It is impossible to tell how many more Vietnams the American 
republic can sustain. There is, however, considerable evidence that the 
forces of law and order, including the army and several local police de¬ 
partments are applying the theories of pacification and counter-guerrilla 
warfare to the problems at home. In recent years the Army and Marine 
Corps have been engaged in research (and presumably training) in “ur¬ 
ban-guerilla warfare.” In 1968 a Directorate of Civil Disturbances was es¬ 
tablished in the Department of the Army, and the Pentagon now houses a 
Situation Room for domestic disturbances. 

Less easy to identify but more pervasive are the influences which the 
climate created by involvement in counter-insurgency has on the atti¬ 
tudes toward, and styles of dealing with, political problems at home. The 
treatment, in recent years, of dissenters in America is probably not un¬ 
related to the war in Vietnam. Official violence against demonstrators in 
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Chicago during the Democratic Party convention is one example. Most re¬ 
cently, during the demonstrations for Peoples’ Park in Berkeley, helicop¬ 
ters were used to spray the demonstrators with a variety of gas (CS) which 
is widely used in Vietnam but which is outlawed by the Geneva Conven¬ 
tions. The commander is reported to have regretted the “discomfort and 
inconvenience to innocent by-standers,” adding that “It is an inescapable 
by-product of combating terrorists, anarchists, and hard core militants on 
the streets and on the campus.”®^ Alameda County’s Sheriff Madigan 
explained that “We have a bunch of young deputies back from Vietnam 
who tend to treat prisoners like Vietcong.”®^ One can only hope that this 
does not constitute a preview of things to come. 


^ Wolin and Schaar, op. cit., p. 25. 

®®From Robert Sheer’s eyewitness account of Santa Rita Jail, Ramparts, (August 
1969), pp. 50-51. 
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Impact of Pacification on 
Insurgency in South Vietnam 


1. Introduction 

Whatever one’s views about U.S. policy toward Vietnam or U.S. perfor¬ 
mance in that tragic conflict, in at least one respect the U.S. consciously 
attempted not to overmilitarize or over-Americanize the war, but at¬ 
tempted rather to cope with its rural revolutionary and largely political 
dimension. This attempt has had many names; the most widely known 
(though hardly the most apt) is pacification. 

From Diem’s Agrovilles in 1959 through the Strategic Hamlet program 
of 1961-1963, Diem’s Civil Guard, and the Revolptionary Development 
program of 1965-1966, many promising though regretably modest experi- 
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merits were tried. But not until the so-called “new model” pacification 
program of 1967 was the effort made on a sufficiently large and compre¬ 
hensive scale—and sustained consistently over a sufficient period—to pro¬ 
vide any full-scale test of its potential in coping with rural insurgency. 
Moreover, it was the only program carried out when the tide was running 
in favor of, rather than against, the Government of Vietnam (GVN) 
(thanks to massive U.S. military intervention at horrendous cost), thu§ 
permitting a sustained expansion into enemy-held and contested rural 
areas. For these reasons, this article will focus on the 1967-1970 pacifica¬ 
tion effort. 

Unfortunately, the open literature on Vietnam pacification efforts in 
general and the 1967-1970 effort in particular is exceedingly thin.^ Despite 
the millions of words written about Vietnam since 1965, there is a notable 
dearth of systematic analysis of such key aspects as the pacification pro¬ 
gram. This aspect of the Vietnam tragedy has been consistently neglected 
in favor of the more dramatic aspects of the war. A survey of press and 
periodical reporting over the three years of 1966-1968 reveals very few 
articles annually that even attempt to deal with pacification in the round. 
Most open sources available to the academic community seem quite im¬ 
pressionistic, particularly on the 1967-1970 period when commentaries on 
pacification almost invariably became caught up in the growing contro¬ 
versy about the war. An adversary proceeding developed—indeed a vicious 
circle—wherein the more the establishment attempted to show that prog¬ 
ress was occurring the more the media and other critics attempted to show 
that it was all a house of cards. Hence, this article will be based primarily 
upon the author’s personal experience and access to operational data during 
the period. This necessarily entails a certain parochial bias. However, most 
of the data on the impact of the current program is of comparatively recent 
origin, since it only began to gather momentum with the first Accelerated 
Pacification Campaign of November 1968-January 1969, and the cumula¬ 
tive results have become fully apparent only in 1969-1970. 

The most coherent analysis of one phase of Vietnam pacification is by William A, 
Nighswonger, Rural Pacification in Vietnam (New York; Praeger, 1966). But it covers 
only the period before the major “new model” pacification program got underway. 
Most open literature is on pre-1966 pacification efforts. See for example the brief but 
perceptive accounts in George Tanham, editor, War Without Guns: American Civil¬ 
ians in Rural Vietnam (New York: Praeger, 1966). The most comprehensive account 
of the current program is the extensive testimoiw of Ambassador W. E. Colby and his 
CORDS colleagues before the Senate t'oreign Relations Committee in February 1970 
(which has not yet been published by the Committee). For a summary of 1966-1970, 
see R. W. Komer, “Clear, Hold, and Rebuild,” Army (May 1970), pp. 16 24, and its 
companion piece, “Pacification: A Look Back and Ahead,” Army (June 1970), pp. 
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11. Nature of the "^Nev) ModeF Pacification Program^ 1961-1910 

Since there is so little in the open literature, it seems worthwhile to sum¬ 
marize the 1967-1970 Vietnam pacification program as a prerequisite to 
assessing its impact. It differed in many significant respects from previous 
pacification efforts, in Vietnam or elsewhere. 

Conceptually, all Vietnam pacification efforts have been designed essen¬ 
tially to serve two constructive aims: (1) sustained protection of the rural 
population from the insurgents, which also helps to deprive the insur¬ 
gency of its rural popular base; and (2) generating rural support for the 
Saigon regime via programs meeting rural needs and cementing the rural 
areas politically and administratively to the center. A secondary purpose 
has been to help neutralize the active insurgent forces and apparatus in 
the countryside. In essence, then, it is a civil as well as military process. 

The 1967-1970 program differs from its predecessors less in concept than 
in the comprehensive nature and massive scale of the effort undertaken, and 
in the unified management which pulled together a great variety of sub¬ 
programs for the first time on a fully countrywide scale. It must also be 
seen as a product of the circumstances and constraints existing at the time. 
It came late in the day, and only after costly U.S. military intervention 
had averted final collapse of the coup-ridden GVN and had created a 
favorable military environment in which the largely political competition 
for control and support of the key rural population could begin again. 
This competition was also facilitated by the increased stability at the cen¬ 
ter afforded by the Ky-Thieu regime. But the previous deterioration of 
the chronically weak GVN administration and security apparatus in the 
countryside made pacification an uphill task from the start. The new pro¬ 
gram also entailed a painful build-up and deployment of resources, which 
took at least two years. All this necessitated a crash effort, as did the time 
constraints uppermost in U.S. policy-makers’ minds. Few expected that 
the U.S. public would sit still for a slow, methodical ten-year campaign. 

Since most available resources were in Vietnamese and U.S. military 
hands by 1967, since pacification required first and foremost the restora¬ 
tion of security in the countryside, and since what little GVN administra¬ 
tion that existed outside Saigon had become military dominated, it was also 
logical for the new pacification program to be put under military auspices. 
On the U.S. side the result was a hybrid “Rube Goldberg” type of civil- 
military advisory organization called Civil Operations and Revolutionary 
Development Support (CORDS). Paradoxically, CORDS resulted in far 
greater civilian influence on the pacification process than would otherwise 
have been likely, since civilians occupied most top CORDS positions. 
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Even though the U.S. made a major advisory, logistic, and financial 
Icontribution, the “new model” pacification program has remained pri¬ 
marily Vietnamese from the outset. With one or two minor exceptions, 
all operational programs were staffed and managed by Vietnafnese, The 
Vietnamese-to-U.S. adviser ratio at the peak of U.S. involvement was 
over 100 to 1. Of course, this was made possible (especially on the secur¬ 
ity side) because’during 1966 to 1969 the U.S. military assumed the chief 
offensive role against the Viet Cong/North Vietnamese Army, (VC/ 
NVA)—except in IV Corps—thus permitting the allocation of South 
Vietnamese military resources to providing local security in the country¬ 
side. On the other hand, the very fact that pacification was essentially a 
Vietnamese enterprise entailed another series of constraints: 

Some have criticized the pacifiers for adopting over-simplified massive 
quantitative approaches to a highly sensitive task. In my view, this was 
the only feasible way to get early countrywide impact, given the ex¬ 
tent of the need, the limited quality of the resources available, the 
GVN’s limited administrative capabilities and the lateness of the day. 

It is worth remembering that effective countrywide pacification had 
eventually to encompass [over] 10,000 hamlets [and] 2,000 villages 
[in] 250 districts and 44 provinces. The GVN could not afford politi¬ 
cally to neglect half the country, or ignore certain provinces, in order 
to concentrate on the rest. Moreover, some resources existed in all 
these provinces that might as well be utilized since they were not 
readily transferable. Providing sustained rural security on this vast 
scale was inevitably a manpower extensive matter, almost requiring 
simple mass approaches. We were vividly aware of a major weakness 
in previous pacification efforts: the securing troops stayed only briefly 
and then moved on, after which the hamlets often retrogressed. 

It must also be borne in mind that pacification was a 99 percent Viet¬ 
namese program, and properly so, even though supported by the 
United States. We pacifiers, coming along late in the day, had to make 
do with some of the most poorly trained and equipped Vietnamese as¬ 
sets that no one else was really using. Moreover, we couldn’t design 
programs beyond the capabilities of such Vietnamese administrative 
structure as was left by 1967, never strong but further degraded by ter¬ 
ror and war. Lastly, it didn’t take Tet 1968 and its aftermath to make 
us realize in the field that we didn’t have five or ten years to get 
pacification moving. By 1967-68 the time seemed past for long-term 
programs or slow oilspot techniques. 

We further realized that there was no one pacification technique that 
could of itself and by itself be decisive if we just put all our resources 
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behind it. So as a practical matter we pulled together all the various 
programs then in operation—civilian and military—that looked as 
though they could make a contribution. To utilize all available resources 
we pushed multiple programs simultaneously, though according to a 
realistic set of priorities. In effect, we pragmatically sought to build 
the new model pacification on existing assets, as a concerted series of 
admittedly inefficient countrywide programs, which nonetheless 
seemed capable of gradual improvement to the point where they cumu¬ 
latively offered hope of saturating the enemy and enabling us to build 
faster than he could destroy. Given the real-life circumstances of war¬ 
time Vietnam, the war’s chaotic impact on a society still half-formed, 
and the elusive yet all-pervasive enemy presence, making quantity 
substitute for quality was almost the only realistic approach. Indeed, I 
recall no highly efficient program in Vietnam—no single American or 
Vietnamese effort that would be regarded as such by American 
standards.^ 

Providing Territorial Security. Pragmatically, the multifaceted 1967-1970 
pacification program is perhaps best described in terms of its compo¬ 
nents. A notable feature was the stress on sustained territorial security 
(local clear and hold) as the indispensable first stage of pacification. Earlier 
pacification efforts had partly foundered on the lack of this. The mili¬ 
tary—regarding pacification as civilian agency business—had never pro¬ 
vided adequate security resources. Nighswonger finds this a major source 
of the failure of earlier programs. From his own experience he saw the 
“heart” of pacification as “protection of the peasant,” and he concluded 
in 1966 that “a rural security system is only an urgent need, but not yet 
a reality in Vietnam.”^ This was recognized in the imaginative Revolu¬ 
tionary Development (RD) program of 1966-1967. Its cutting edge, the 
59-man, RD Cadre team, was designed as an armed paramilitary force to 
provide protection as well as developmental help to the hamlet. Also rele¬ 
vant was the allocation of 40 to 50 Army of the Republic of Vietnam 
(ARVN) battalions to provide temporary security in selected RD cam¬ 
paign areas in the 1967 pacification plan. 

But large-scale pacification required full time sustained protection at 
the key village/hamlet level on a scale far beyond that which could be 
provided by these expedients. The pacification planners saw the long 
neglected Regional and Popular Forces (RF and PF) as the logical force- 
in-being on which to build. They were all locally recruited, and the bulk 

^ Komer, “Pacification,” ibid.y p. 24. 

“Nighswonger, op. cit., pp. 70, 130, 147. 
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of them were volunteers (partly in order to avoid the draft). RF served 
only in their own provinces and PF in their own districts. The placing of 
the RF/PF advisory effort under the new U.S civil-military pacification 
management, CORDS, in conjunction with the Republic of Vietnam 
Armed Forces (RVNAF) reorganization of 1967 marked the beginning 
of a truly integrated civil-military pacification program on a major scale. 
At long last, primary responsibility for local protection of the rural popu¬ 
lation devolved upon local forces recruited from this population itself. 

The RF/PF were re-equipped and upgraded, their command clearly 
placed under province and district chiefs, and their numbers greatly in¬ 
creased. They expanded by more than 100,000 in 1968 alone, and now 
number some 510,000 men in over 1500 RF companies and 6000 PF pla¬ 
toons. The Tet shock of 1968 led to revival of another local security 
mechanism, the part-time People’s Self-Defense Forces (PSDF). These 
have grown to over three million, equipped with some 500,000 weapons. 
Though PSDF have often engaged the enemy, their most useful role is 
probably less in local defense than as a means of engaging the population 
politically in anti-VC activity. 

Two other pacification sub-programs were designed to help cut into 
insurgent strength. A revitalized Chieu Hoi program aimed both at in¬ 
ducing VC to rally to the GVN and then at employing them productive¬ 
ly. Ex-VC ralliers are now used in a wide variety of military as well as 
civil pacification roles. The GVN’s Phung Hoang (Phoenix) program 
aimed at neutralizing the clandestine VC politico-administrative appara¬ 
tus, which many regard as the key to their insurgent capabilities. The VC 
infrastructure (VCI) taxes, proselytizes, propagandizes, and terrorizes the 
rural population; recruits and controls VC local forces; and administers 
VC-controlled areas. To date Phung Hoang has been a small, poorly man¬ 
aged, and largely ineffective effort, though some attrition of the VCI has 
taken place. 

Civil Program. The other major aspect of the “new model” pacification 
effort has been the many civil programs aimed primarily at: (1) the re¬ 
vival of a modestly functioning rural administration; (2) rural economic 
revival to provide pragmatic incentives to the farmer; and (3) the estab¬ 
lishment of other essential rural services, such as medical and educational 
facilities, refugee care, and a civil police presence. Many of these pro¬ 
grams, inherited from the USAID mission, were integrated into a com¬ 
prehensive pacification scheme by the GVN Central Pacification Council 
and CORDS. 
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Perhaps most significant has been the concerted GVN/U.S. effort to 
restore village/hamlet self-government, which was abolished by Diem in 
1956. During the 1967-1970 period, a series of GVN decrees were pro¬ 
mulgated, and pragmatic steps were taken to provide for the election of 
hamlet chiefs and village councils, the creation of autonomous village 
budgets, and the reservation of local taxing powers and use of local tax 
revenues to the village. Moreover, GVN decree #045 of 1 April 1969 
placed local security forces and police under the village chiefs authority 
for the first time in history, and lodged responsibility for framing local 
self-help plans in the village itself. Also in 1969, the GVN granted each 
elected village council a one million piaster village self-development fund 
under control of the village council itself.^ 

The RD Cadre program, which grew to a peak of 47,000 men in some 
750, 59-man teams, and its associated New Life Development (later Vil¬ 
lage Development) program under the RD Ministry were used largely 
to strengthen local government and to assist in self-help projects. An¬ 
other facet of the effort to restore functioning local government has been 
the continuing purge since late 1967 of corrupt or ineffective military 
district and province chiefs; the purge has touched most provinces and 
districts in South Vietnam. 

A major parallel effort, given high priority from 1968 on, was the re¬ 
vival of the rural economy, which for years had suffered the chief brunt 
of the war. War-induced boom conditions and greater security were en¬ 
hancing the urban sector of the economy while the rural sector was ever 
more depressed. A combination of techniques was introduced to close 
this urban-rural gap; among them, changing the terms of trade between 
urban and rural sectors by increasing prices paid to the crop producers, 
large-scale introduction of new IR-5 and IR-8 rice strains, accelerating 
import and distribution of fertilizer, expanding protein and free grain 
output, and not least, reopening and upgrading of key roads and water¬ 
ways utilizing military engineers and U.S. contractors. Rural taxes were 
abolished, along with a web of economic and resource control restric¬ 
tions. Water pumps and tractors were introduced in large numbers. In 
June 1970 a far-reaching land reform program finally passed the National 
Assembly, and the GVN is laying plans to redistribute 200,000 hectares 
of land per year for the next several years. 

Other pacification programs also gathered momentum between 1967 

* See The Vietnamese Village 1970: A Handbook for U.S, Advisers, Community De¬ 
velopment Directorate, CORDS MACV, 2 May 1970. 
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and 1970. Greatly increased resources were devoted to refugee care and, 
more recently, refugee resettlement. The USAID-supported hamlet school 
and teacher-training program was continued and broadened. There was 
a major effort to improve rural hospital and dispensary facilities. The 
GVN’s feeble propaganda capabilities were strengthened, but more im¬ 
portant, the widespread use of radio (and even some television) in rural 
areas gave the GVN a virtual monopoly of mass communications. The 
effort to provide a civil law-and-order capability by strengthening the 
feeble National Police was also stepped up, and in 1969 police again were 
being stationed in the villages. 

Two other distinctive features of the 1967-1970 pac^ification program 
were unified civil-military single management (for the first time), and a 
massive increase of resource inputs. Total pacification funding by the U.S. 
and GVN rose almost threefold from roughly |582 million in 1965 to 
over $1.5 billion scheduled in 1970 (dollar equivalents), including military 
outlays (the largest single is RF/PF funding). By 1970 roughly half of 
the real cost of pacification was borne by the GVN. Unified management 
of these outlays and of the multiplicity of pacification activities in several 
thousand villages and hamlets was feasible only by creating stronger cen¬ 
tral management at Saigon, region, province, and district levels. 

Once again, the purpose here is not to represent the pacification effort 
of 1967-1970 as a highly efficient, high-impact program; it made no such 
pretense. Like most things in Vietnam, it has been cumbersome, wasteful, 
poorly executed, and only spottily effective in many respects. The aim 
is rather to describe the major differences between the “new model” and 
previous programs in management, ske, and program emphasis. Nonethe¬ 
less, GVN and U.S. efforts in 1967-1970 did manage to convert some in¬ 
novative but small-scale experiments into a coherent, integrated, civil- 
military program on a big enough and consistent enough scale to pro¬ 
duce gradually significant impact on Viet Cong prospects in the country¬ 
side. Whatever its faults, the 1967-1970 program at least stands out as one 
of the few innovative efforts undertaken by the GVN and U.S. to cope 
with a revolutionary, largely political conflict. In a conflict in which mis¬ 
takes of policy and execution were almost the rule rather than the excep¬ 
tion, the so-called “new model” pacification effort of 1967-1970 stands out 
as at least addressed to the key problems of dealing with rural-based in¬ 
surgency via techniques that indeed attempted to compensate for the de¬ 
structiveness of the war. It was a unique wartime expedient, designed 
specifically to cope with revolutionary war as it had evolved by the late 
sixties in Vietnam. 
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III. Pacification Measurement Systems 

Aside from a handful of in-depth studies of local situations (of which few 
are based on recent evidence^), the most extensive body of available data on 
the effects (good or bad) of the major 1967-1970 pacification effort lies in 
the statistical and other reports developed for operational management 
purposes by the pacifiers themselves. These measurement systems were 
another notable feature of the “new model” pacification program. Despite 
their many limitations, the new reporting systems represent a compre¬ 
hensive attempt at systematic collection and evaluation of relevant pacifi¬ 
cation data mostly from the village/hamlet level —perhaps the most in¬ 
novative measurement technique of the Vietnam war. 

Given the nature of the problem—^keeping periodic track of the 
changing situation in 44 provinces, and 250 districts, over 2000 villages, 
and over 10,000 hamlets—stress had to be laid on relatively simple quan¬ 
titative techniques. A similar problem was faced in keeping track of the 
multitude of small-scale pacification assets—now over 1500 RF companies 
and 6000 PF platoons, numerous thinly spread national police and RD 
teams, etc. The systems had to be designed realistically for input by rel¬ 
atively unskilled and overburdened field advisers—since one of the prin¬ 
ciples adopted was to have all possible inputs made at the lowest feasible 
level (hamlet if possible)—and then not to permit them to be changed 
as they travelled up the line. 

In fact, the most controversial of the pacification measurement systems 
—the Hamlet Evaluation System (HES), initiated in January 1967—^was 
designed specifically to overcome the flaws inherent in previous, more 
subjective efforts to assess what was really happening in the countryside. 
These consisted of largely narrative reports based on Vietnamese sources 
that had proved consistently overoptimistic. The HES was prepared 
monthly by U.S. district advisory teams, using a standardized format 
questionnaire pertaining to physical changes in the hamlet. The HES as¬ 
sessed a matrix of 18 specific security and development indicators accord¬ 
ing to a simplified five-letter scoring system. At Saigon level, automated 
data processing is used to save clerical costs and to act as a memory bank.® 

®For example, D. W. P. Elliott and W. A. Stewart, Pacification afid the Viet Cong 
System in Dinh Tuong: 1966-67^ The RAND Corporation, RM-5788, January 1969. 
See also Nighswonger, op, cit., on Quang Nam province 1964-1965, Perhaps the most 
systematic current study of the impact of the war on a sample of 18 villages is the 
continuing work by S. L. Popkin of Harvard for South East Asia Development Ad¬ 
visory Group (SEADAG) (see below). 

® See Colonel E.. R. Brigham, “Pacification Measurement,” Military Review, May 
1970, for a short analysis of the HES. He was chief of the CORDS Research and 
Analysis Division during the evolution .of HES. 
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As a result, data can be analyzed and compared month by month for the 
last three and a half years by individual hamlet, village, district, province, 
region, and SVN as a whole. Functional categories can also be separately 
analyzed. 

HES has been frequently evaluated and criticized by civilian contract 
analysts; with their help a revised and updated version called HES/70 
came into use in 1970 after an extensive trial period. It involves a more 
detailed and objective uni-dimensional question set, including 25 monthly 
questions on village/hamlet security and 114 quarterly questions covering 
all pacification matters. Instead of doing the rating, the adviser simply an¬ 
swers the questions; all scoring is ^one centrally by a mathematical 
weighting formula not known to the field. During the 1969 trial period, 
HES/70 showed consistently lower security ratings (about 4-6 per cent) 
than the old HES. 

CORDS also designed over a dozen specialized data reporting systems, 
all closely related to each other and to HES for comparative purposes. 
They include PSDE, Chieu Hoi, National Police, Refugee, RD Cadre, 
and Territorial Eorces Management Information Systems, a Pacification 
Data Bank, Rural Information System, Self-Help Project Monitoring Sys¬ 
tem, Terrorist Incident Reporting System, and the like. Now a system is 
being designed to help carry out and monitor land reform. Monthly nar¬ 
rative reports on a standard format from U.S. province advisory teams 
have also been required since 1967; deliberately problem oriented, they 
provide an additional source of useful insights and were used primarily 
to identify matters needing attention by higher echelons. 

Lest all this seem like too much reporting for its own sake, it should 
be noted that these systems were designed for management control at 
each level, not just progress reporting. Consistent emphasis has been 
placed on problem identification and analysis, not just results. It is impos¬ 
sible to manage a multifaceted pacification program effectively in thou¬ 
sands of villages and hamlets without such reports and measurement sys¬ 
tems. But the important point is that these systems provide what one 
analyst has described as a “gold mine” of raw data ibn various facets of 
pacification impact. 

In the absence of much else, any assessment of pacification impact must 
rest heavily on the validity of these CORDS measurement techniques. 
Much ill-informed criticism has been directed at HES in particular, but 
most seems to challenge HES for what it does not even claim to be—a 
measuring of popular attitudes—rather than analyzing it for what it is— 
a management tool. As with so much involving Vietnam, few critics have 
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taken the time to study what they deplore. Other critics really seem to be 
complaining less about the HES itself than about the way in which its 
aggregate scores have often been used in simplistic fashion to advance 
the notion of “progress.” Unfortunately, there is much to this criticism. 
When HES data is used by officialdom and the media without suitable 
qualification to claim that “x percent of SVN population is now secure,” 
it is not surprising that such oversimplification sometimes contributes 
to the Vietnam credibility gap. At any rate, CORDS field briefings on 
pacification included many relevant qualifiers which were usually ignored 
in media reporting. Moreover, it is too little recognized that the HES has 
consistently shown pacification regression and “churning” in rural areas 
(a fact unduly obscured by use only of overall aggregates). For example, 
HES provided the only quantifiable and detailed assessment of the sharp 
drop in rural security following the VC Tet Offensive in 1968. 

There are obviously many limitations to the overall utility of pacifica¬ 
tion measurement system data. Perhaps most significantly, they provide 
only indirect inferences as to what the population of the countryside 
really thinks—about the GVN, the VC, security, etc. Periodic physical 
status indicators are the chief output, first because these are the easiest to 
measure, and second because of the indispensable need for simplified, 
standardized procedures if the whole village/hamlet spectrum is to be 
covered—and with relatively unskilled U.S. advisers as the chief source 
of input. It is often forgotten that these systems were designed as U.S, re¬ 
porting systems precisely to avoid the kind of overly optimistic Vietna¬ 
mese reporting which had characterized earlier efforts. For the same rea¬ 
sons, emphasis was placed on generating detailed factual reporting rather 
than subjective evaluations. While some fudging of figures to show prog¬ 
ress has inevitably occurred, particularly when Vietnamese sources are 
used, a much larger source of perturbation has probably been the frequent 
shifts in U.S. advisers. 

Yet those who have consistently used pacification measurement data 
have found it generally reliable within its limitations. For example, the 
analysts in the Systems Analysis Office under the Secretary of De’fense 
have used it regularly for the most impressive “in-house” analytical cri¬ 
tiques of pacification performance produced in the last few years. Indeed, 
one criticism that can be made is not that the mountain of raw data now 
available is distorted or inaccurate, but that so little of it has yet been an¬ 
alyzed in depth. In a real sense Vietnam has been the most extensively 
commented on but least solidly analyzed conflict in living memory. Both 
the establishment and its critics can be faulted on this score. Even CORDS 
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itself places greater stress upon systematic collection of data than upon its 
exploitation for management purposes. Since most of this data is unclassi¬ 
fied, or will doubtless become so, its full exploitation may have to be left 
to the academic community. 

More recently CORDS has been experimenting with poll-type survey 
techniques, using trained Vietnamese teams to conduct semi-structured 
interviews of a cross-section sampling of the rural population to deter¬ 
mine trends in rural attitudes toward pacification and related subjects. 
Once this technique is fully developed, and results become available, they 
should offer useful insights. 

IV. Pacification Impact on Insurgency 

It is still premature to attempt more than an interim assessment of the 
impact of the “new model” pacification program. Though the improve¬ 
ment of the GVN position in the rural areas since the low point of 1965 
is clearly visible, its real depth and extent and its ultimate lasting quality 
are still untested. But here some important distinctions must be made. 
First, much more can be inferred about the short-term impact of pacifica¬ 
tion on the current VC insurgency than about its longer-term effect in 
helping to create a socio-political environment in which future insur¬ 
gency would not again flourish. 

Second, even over the short-term, it is hard to assess the relative extent 
to which observed changes in the countryside can be properly attributed 
to the pacification program as opposed to other factors. How much is at¬ 
tributable to the shield provided by the allied effort in the “big unit” war, 
which largely drove the VC/NVA main forces from most populated 
areas? How much did VC/NVA exhaustion from heavy manpower 
losses in their 1968 Tet and follow-on offensives weaken the insurgency’s 
rural base? These two factors did much to create the conditions in which 
the rapid pacification upsurges of late 1968-1970 became possible. Or how 
much did systematic VC tactics of coercion and terrorism eventually 
alienate the rural population? How much did factors such as peasant per¬ 
ceptions as to who was winning affect rural actions and attitudes? All such 
factors undoubtedly had (or will have) some impact. Thus, in an uncon¬ 
ventional conflict like Vietnam the relative impact of pacification versus 
other political, military, or psychological factors is exceedingly hard to 
sort out. 

A third problem is the difficulty of distinguishing between the south¬ 
ern based VC insurgency itself, and North Vietnam’s input—especially 
through NVA infiltration. For analytical purposes at any rate, we cannot 
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dismiss this by calling Vietnam a “civil war.” Hanoi’s chief contribution 
in the 1965-1970 period has been well-trained regular forces. Their rela¬ 
tive role in proportion to that of the southern VC has steadily increased 
to the point where over 70 per cent of the VC/NVA main force units 
and combat support are estimated to be NVA. Vietnam has become more 
and more “an NVA war” as VC military strength has declined. What 
began as an externally supported civil war in the south has by now be¬ 
come largely an internally supported “invasion” from the north. Clearly 
pacification has had much more impact on the faltering VC insurgency 
than on the NVA main force threat, which could be sustained almost 
indefinitely by infiltration from the north. 

Last is the sheer difficulty previously mentioned of drawing adequate 
inferences from the mass of statistical data available. It is infinitely easier 
to quantify the physical changes in the situation in the countryside than 
to assess the impact of these changes on—to use the once fashionable 
cliche—the hearts and minds of Vietnam’s peasants. In terms of popular 
reactions, to what extent are any positive effects of pacification (improved 
security, economic revival, etc.) offset by the negative effects of how the 
GVN and U.S. have conducted the war? To what extent has coercion, 
corruption, or arbitrary use of power by GVN administrators taken the 
bloom off the rose? Is peasant alienation from VC terror and exactions 
significantly greater than his alienation from similar GVN actions in many 
cases? Is the farmer fatalistic about all the destruction, or would he rather 
have a harsh peace even under VC control than the continued destructive¬ 
ness of the U.S. style of war? One can only pose these questions. No ade¬ 
quate basis for inference is yet available and may never be. But then in 
what field of analysis are data on behavior and attitudes as satisfactory 
as those on quantifiable change? 

Despite all these caveats, however, at least some tentative inferences 
can be drawn. In general, the thesis of this article is that the 1967-1970 
pacification program probably played a major role in reducing the VC 
insurgency to its present straits. Indeed, the consolidation of GVN local 
control over the countryside, the consequent drying up of the insurgen¬ 
cy’s population base and the expansion of the GVN’s base, the attrition 
of the VC politico-administrative apparatus, the large number of ralliers 
under the Chieu Hoi program, and the constructive civil aspects of pacifi¬ 
cation—restoration of local government autonomy, rural economic re¬ 
vival, local economic and social development—may have contributed as 
much over the period to damping down the insurgency as the “big unit” 
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casualties inflicted over the same period. The evidence to support this 
thesis will be assessed under several headings. 

Effect on Active Insurgent Strength. The 1967-1970 pacification program 
has contributed materially to the cumulative attrition of most components 
of VC active strength. First, the local pacification security forces (prin¬ 
cipally RF/PF but also the National Police, RD Cadre, and PSDF) have 
consistently inflicted more casualties on enemy forces—and taken more 
in return—than ARVN itself. Their activities, as well as their sheer 
growing presence at the local level, have greatly inhibited VC recruiting, 
taxation, propaganda, logistics, and even terrorism. Second, the Chieu 
Hoi program has facilitated the rallying of over 160,000 hoi chanh ralliers 
(about two-thirds military) since it began in 1963, and over 132,000 of 
these came between 1966 and 1970. Though many of these are low-level 
people, and some no doubt rallied more than once, the cumulative total 
must have put at least a crimp in VC strength. The great bulk of these 
ralliers are from III and IV Corps, where the indigenous VC insurgency 
was largely centered. 

Third, even the feeble Phimg Hoang program has, according to the 
U.S.-designed reporting system, led to the neutralization of over 40,000 
mostly low-level VCI during 1968-1970. Of course, over half of them 
rallied, were captured, or were killed in the course of military and police 
operations of one kind or another. But the important point is that the 
growing if belated focus on neutralizing the VC politico-military ap¬ 
paratus as well as insurgent military strength has probably seriously re¬ 
duced insurgent capabilities. The most recently published figures indicate 
that the remaining VCI are now carried at about 70,000.'^ 

Whether or not the above figures are wholly accurate, the point is that 
the cumulative impact of these pacification programs has contributed ma¬ 
terially to the reduction of insurgent strength to a point where, without 
continued infusion of NVA personnel (and now reportedly political 
cadre), most professional observers estimate that it would be difficult for 
the VC insurgency to survive as a major threat to the GVN. 

The fact that the VC are increasingly targeting pacification prograrns 
may be an interesting indicator of the extent to which pacification is hurt¬ 
ing the VC. During the three day April 1970 offensive ^‘high point,” for 
example, nearly half of the enemy attacks were against pacification targets. 

George McArthur, Los Angeles Times, Part I, April 2, 1970, p. 4. 
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Recent VC documents clearly indicate greater 1970 concern over pacifi¬ 
cation and direct greater efforts to combat it. Of course, all this may be 
partly because harassing pacification is a cheap way to keep the pot boil¬ 
ing during a “protracted war” phase. 

Effect on Insurgent Population Base, Pacification programs, in conjunc¬ 
tion with other factors, have had a similar effect on the VC-controlled 
rural population base. This can be systematically measured by the HES, 
which, with due allowance for the necessary qualifications, nonethe¬ 
less is better than any other data for measuring such trends. It has been 
officially admitted that at the end of 1964, only 40 per cent of South Viet¬ 
nam’s population was under government “control”—a sometime thing 
in those days—and over 20 per cent under VC control. Even when HES 
was first instituted in January 1967, only some 62.1 per cent of a total 16.3 
million people were then rated as even “relatively secure,” some 18.5 per 
cent as contested, and still 19.4 per cent as admittedly VC-controlled. 
Furthermore, a high percentage of this increase in “relatively secure” pop¬ 
ulation in 1965-1967 did not occur because of increased security in the 
countryside, but rather as a result of refugee movements and the accel¬ 
erated urbanization taking place. However, these factors can be removed 
from the calculation by considering only rural HES scores. In January 
1967, only some 46.3 per cent of the rural population was rated as relative¬ 
ly secure. Even at the end of 1967 less than 50 per cent of the rural popu¬ 
lation was so rated, and this dropped further as a result of the 1968 Tet 
Offensive, which was faithfully reflected in the HES. But the June 1970 
figures (from the revised HES/70, which is much more sensitive to enemy 
activity and VCI presence) rate over 91 per cent of SVN’s 17.9 million 
population as “relatively secure,” 7.2 per cent as contested, and only 1.4 
per cent or 256,000 rural people as VC-controlled. The great bulk of this 
VC-controlled population is concentrated in less than a dozen of the 44 
provinces. The 1969-1970 gains have been mostly in the key rural areas. 

Whatever one’s prejudices as to the precision of these figures, there is 
little doubt that GVN domination of the countryside has expanded rapid¬ 
ly since late 1968 at the expense of the VC-controlled population base, with 
inevitable effects on VC recruiting capabilities. Of course, GVN general 
mobilization in 1968, which led to the build-up of RVNAF and para-mili¬ 
tary forces to over 1.2 million men, has also operated to sop up manpow¬ 
er which might otherwise be available to the VC. 

Effect on Rural Security, A mass of quantitative data, mostly from the 
hamlet/village level, in the HES and other data banks provides over- 


62 






Impact of Pacification on Insurgency in South Vietnam 

whelming evidence that the physical security provided the bulk of the 
rural population has expanded considerably since the 1965 low point. HES 
security scores for rural population show an increase in relative security 
(ABC categories) to 90.5 per cent at end-1969. For those who are unwill¬ 
ing to accept so-called “C”' hamlets as even relatively secure, even A and 
B population has risen to about 75 per cent as of June 1970. 

Increased security in most populated areas, though still spotty in some 
cases, is also amply evident to the observer. There is also a direct correla¬ 
tion between increases in local GVN security forces and the resulting 
improvement in security indices. Improved security can also be directly 
inferred from the decline in the overall incident rate. From available sta¬ 
tistics it is clear that the number of battalion-sized attacks and even 
lesser incidents was down significantly in 1969 from 1968 and has de¬ 
clined even further in 1970. Terrorism is still high, especially in March 
through May of 1970, but the overall terror, sabotage, etc. trend is down 
from 1968 to 1970. It is worth repeating, however, that the overall decline 
in the intensity of the war can be attributed to many other factors besides 
pacification. 

Equally significant, the tear has become largely localized. Analysis of 
the 1970 incident rate and the HES statistics show clearly that both the 
military war and terrorism now impact mostly on a few key areas. Leav¬ 
ing aside the “big unit” war in the almost unpopulated jungle and moun¬ 
tain areas along the borders, insurgency-type activity or VC incursions 
into populated areas are largely concentrated in the three provinces of 
southern I Corps, Quang Nam, Quang Tin, and Quang Ngai; Binh Dinh, 
Phu Yen, Pleiku, and Kontum in northern II Corps; and four provinces 
in the Delta, Kien Hoa, Vinh Binh, An Xuyen, and Kien Giang (the last 
mostly because it is along the border). In most populated areas of the 
other 3 3 provinces, the intensity of conflict and even terrorism has radically 
declined—in many cases to sporadic harassment. 

The number of refugees who are increasingly returning to the coun¬ 
tryside (with help from the GVN refugee resettlement program) is an¬ 
other gross indicator of improved rural security. Excluding refugees from 
Cambodia, the number on the rolls has declined from over two million 
at the highest point to some 1.5 million in February 1969, and then to 
around 217,000 by mid-1970. While refugee statistics (especially earlier 
ones) are not wholly reliable, they are sufficiently reliable to establish 
this broad trend. The return to villages has continued in 1970. 

Effect on Rural Participation in GVN-Sponsored Activities. It is at least 
partly relevant that popular participation in GVN programs, organiza- 
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tions, and activities of one sort or another has soared in recent years. No 
doubt to some extent this is a function of GVN pressure or coercion, or at 
least a matter of the peasant doing what he is told to do. Moreover, such 
participation does not necessarily equate with active commitment, though 
it would be equally mistaken to argue that it has no such meaning at all. 
At any rate, the rural population is becoming heavily engaged in the 
business of local government, local defense, self-help, etc., particularly 
since the Tet Offensive of 1968. Significant on this score are the rapid in¬ 
creases of GVN military and paramilitary forces (excluding PSDF) 
from 700,000 in April 1968 to about 1.2 million men today, and the rising 
enrollment in the part-time Popular Self-Defense Force, all since May, 
1968, to between 3 and 3.5 million (though in urban as well as rural areas). 

Increased popular participation in GVN-sponsored elections also may 
be relevant to popular acquiescence in the governmental process. While 
there has unquestionably been some fudging of the results in local cases, 
the extensive statistics available since 1967 on voter registration, participa¬ 
tion, and number of candidates are considered generally reliable by pro¬ 
fessional observers in the field. In May 1965, only 3.8 million (of 4.2 mil¬ 
lion registered voters) voted in the provincial and municipal elections. In 
September 1966, 4.3 million of 5.2 million voted for the Constituent As¬ 
sembly. The proportion of the 5.87 million registered voters voting in 
the 1967 national elections was 83 per cent. The proportion voting in the 
1970 provincial and municipal council elections of 28 June 1970 dropped 
to 72.5 per cent (as usually happens in local vs. national elections), but 
the number of registered voters had risen to 6.1 million. The number of 
candidates for each seat (3.5 in the 1970 elections) has also increased. 
New faces are much in evidence; in I Corps the number of new candi¬ 
dates who won in village/hamlet elections increased from 20 per cent in 
1969 to 30 per cent in 1970. The 1970 provincial and municipal council 
elections in I Corps produced 60 per cent new faces since 1967. At the 
lowest level some 961 villages and 5344 hamlets elected local administra¬ 
tions in 1969, bringing total elected local governments to 2048 out of 2151 
villages and 9849 out of 10,496 hamlets. Some of these local elections were 
only nominal, but given the sheer looseness and inefficiency of the GVN 
at all levels, few would contend that local elections were mostly rigged. 
While difficult as yet to evaluate, the GVN’s continuing efforts to restore 
local autonomy at the grass roots level have apparently stimulated greater 
rural popular interest in local government. 

Effect on Socio-Economic Conditions in the Countryside. Here again, 
mostly quantitative indices must be relied upon. It is difficult to translate 
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into meaningful impact all the USAID-type statistics on hamlet or other 
schools built, teachers trained, fertilizer distributed, rural dispensaries arid 
province hospitals constructed, refugees cared for, wells dug, roads and 
waterways opened and repaired, tractors imported, markets built, self- 
help projects completed, or piasters and dollars spent. But there is little 
question that the range of services and assistance provided the rural pop¬ 
ulation in GVN-controlled areas, mostly through the pacification pro¬ 
gram, has increased dramatically by 1969-1970 over 1965-1967. The njet 
impact of priority measures to revive the rural economy has been to re¬ 
verse the long decline in agricultural production, and according to a re¬ 
cent U.S. economic study, to make many Delta farmers the “new rich” of 
Vietnam. By June 1970 there were an estimated 3400 tractors in the Delta 
(IV Corps), a doubling over fifteen months as a result of agricultural de¬ 
velopment loans and sheer private spending. Of course, increased agricul¬ 
tural income is far from evenly distributed, and against all the improve¬ 
ment must be weighed the continued difficulties posed by military op¬ 
erations, GVN inefficiency, corruption, and the like. 


Effect on Rural Attitudes Toward VC and GVN. So far this tentative 
analysis of pacification impact has stressed mostly quantifiable factors. It 
is far harder to assess systematically the effect on rural attitudes and com¬ 
mitment to the contending sides. Yet even here there is a growing body 
of evidence that the farmers are turning against the UC, even though they 
may not look with favor on the GVN. The decline in VC popular sup¬ 
port has been noted by many observers, and attributed to a variety of 
causes. It can also be documented in numerous rallier interviews. Some 
point to how increased VC use of coercion, forced conscription, high tax¬ 
ation, and terror have alienated farmers in many areas. Statistics indicate 
that more than three-fourths of the terrorist victims in the period 1967- 
1970 were ordinary civilians. The widespread destruction in the Tet and 
May Offensives of 1968 generated a particularly noticeable anti-VC back¬ 
lash. Others point to a drastic decline in the appeal to peasants of life in 
VC-controlled areas, as opposed to materially improved conditions in 
areas under GVN domination. Still others contend that the farmers are 
increasingly coming to believe that the GVN is winning, and in pragmatic 
fashion are gravitating toward the side that has the “mandate of heaven.” 

But in terms of generating positive rural political support for the GVN, 
the evidence is much more spotty. And this may be the heart of the mat¬ 
ter. To Popkin, one of the few scholars who has addressed this issue, “the 
central problem of pacification is how to translate economic resources and 
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military power into village control.” He sees this as “a political and not a 
technical problem,”® and renders the tentative verdict, based on 1966-1967 
and 1969 field observations, that: 

In the term’s most common meaning—physical security, governmental 
presence and economic benefits-most of South Viemam is pacified. 

But this only means that the concept has always been inadequate, for 
peasants that have endured decades of mobilization and brutalization 
are no longer necessarily willing to act as passive subjects to be ruled 
from afar.^ 

In effect Popkin sees pacification as succeeding in its proximate aims but 
by no means yet achieving positive rural political support for the GVN. 
He recognizes that the Thieu regime is attempting to build a rural politi¬ 
cal base through methods already described. But to him: 

Saigon’s problem has always been the lack of positive support even 
though there is often resentment or mistrust of the Viet Cong. And 
until positive links are made with the peasant population, until they 
identify with and feel represented by the government in Saigon, the 
risk of a Viet Cong comeback will remain. 

He grants that the new pacification programs in the village “have begun 
to energize a long dormant village political structure,” but sees Thieu as 
hemmed in in his attempts to move further in this direction by the ARVN, 
which regards its still dominant role in rural administration as a base 
of political power which it will be reluctant to relinquish. 

What support Thieu may get from the people is likely to be irrelevant 
unless ARVN is reformed. For the essence of the conflict is not be¬ 
tween a traditional peasant and a modernizing state but between a 
newly modern, politically sensitive peasantry and a state that is jeal¬ 
ous of its own power and prerogatives. 

Popkin’s critique, based on actual field research in 18 villages, is perhaps 
the most perceptive and up-to-date yet available. Yet to what extent 
should a wartime program like pacification be measured in terms of what 
must essentially be a longer-term political process lasting perhaps a de- 

®Popkin, SEADAG Discussion Paper, “Village Authority Patterns in Vietnam” 
Asia (2 June 1969), p. 1. 

®Popkin, “Pacification; Politics and the Village,” Asian Survey, (August 1970), o. 663. 

p. 664. b yi' 

“Popkin, ibid. The author’s own observations in Vietnam, 7-19 July 1970, would 
tend at least partially to confirm his thesis of the growing clash of interest between 
elected village councils and the military province and especially district chiefs who are 
reluctant to share local power. 
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cade? It seems too much to expect that in only three years or so even the 
major pacification effort finally launched in Vietnam should have achieved 
more than the restoration of relative local security in most areas, a con¬ 
siderable degree of economic revival, and the re-establishment of at lea^t 
a semblance of popularly based local administration—with a substantial 
degree of popular acquiesence and perhaps some support. Thus, Popkin’s 
verdict seems a bit premature. If pacification is looked on as mainly aimed 
at suppressing insurgency and creating a climate within which the longer- 
term political process can have its inning, then Vietnam pacification niay 
have been (as indeed Popkin grants) largely successful.^^ It has bought 
time to let the GVN see if it can knit together the government and the 
peasantry. At a minimum the peasantry now apparently sees a brighter 
future under the GVN than under the Viet Cong, aside from regarding 
the GVN as now having the “mandate of heaven.” Moreover, more recent 
1970 rural attitude surveys (by Vietnamese) show a more positive rural 
attitude toward the GVN than Popkin has suggested. 

Indeed, Popkin himself sees the conflict which will now determine 
ultimate GVN viability as one between the peasantry and ARVN rather 
than between the GVN and VC. Other observers would rate the ARVN’s 
political power as less of a fearsome threat to Thieu. In a real sense he has 
more control over ARVN than anyone else, a result of his powers to pro¬ 
mote and reward as the senior general and president. In any case, ARVN 
is not very cohesive as a political power center and is increasingly being 
redeployed toward the borders, away from populated areas. 

Moreover, the decentralization of power has gone further than Popkin 
suggests. Some 70,000 village/hamlet officials have been educated at the 
Vung Tau National Training Center for their new responsibilities (and 
harangued by Thieu himself to exercise them). Greater decentralization 
has occurred in 1970 (e.g., autonomous village budgets, new provincial 
councils) and more is planned for 1971 (e.g., election of province chiefs 
as called for in the 1967 constitution). Though local autonomy still exiists 

^ For a view that the extent of popular support for a government, or its shift from 
an insurgency to a government, is not a reliable indicator of success, see Nathan Leites 
and Charles Wolf, Jr., Rebellion and Authority (Chicago: Markham, 1970), pp. 87- 
89, reviewed in this issue of the Journal. Theirs is the only systematic analysis of 
indicators of success in counter-insurgency known to the author. In their view, the 
“hearts and minds” theory that popular attitudes p^ a decisive role in enabling in¬ 
surgencies to achieve success is grossly overdrawn. They see popular behavior as de¬ 
pending “not only on likes and dislikes” but also on the opportunities and costs to the 
population of choosing whether to follow their attitudinal preferences. Moreover, to 
them “the progress made by each side in an insurgency influences the affiliations of 
most of the population as much as, or more than, it is influenced by those affiliations.” 
(pp. 150-151) 
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more on paper than in reality in many areas, and a natural conflict of in¬ 
terest is emerging between the new village leaders and the military men 
who dominate at the district and province levels, the trend is in the right 
direction. 

If Thieu survives, he will almost certainly push decentralization fur¬ 
ther for his own political purposes. Moreover, despite the natural conflict 
of interest between ARVN and the newly emerging rural groups, there 
is less of a conflict inherent in the relations between these groups and 
the central government. It is easier to envisage a sharing of power be¬ 
tween the village at the local level and the GVN at the center than be¬ 
tween local civilians and military leadership groups. In any case, the re¬ 
lated diffusion of power now taking place between the executive, legisla¬ 
tive, and judicial branches will operate to limit the impositions of the 
center on the village. Neither Thieu nor ARVN are any longer as much 
the free agents they used to be. 

V. Tentative Conclusion 

In sum, the gathering weight of recent evidence indicates that the 1967- 
1970 “new model” pacification program, with all its flaws and weaknesses, 
has contributed materially to at least a short-run improvement in the 
GVN’s ability to cope with rural insurgency. There is no doubt that 
the position of the GVN vis-a-vis the VC in the countryside has grown 
much stronger—militarily, economically, and administratively—^since 
1965-1966. The dramatic physical improvements in most areas are highly 
visible, and the trends are further confirmed by the systematic CORDS 
measurement systems, despite their limitations. The weight of evidence 
also shows that the VC position has drastically declined in all areas of 
Vietnam and remains a major threat in only about 8-12 provinces. More¬ 
over, despite U.S. withdrawals, GVN capabilities to push the pacifica¬ 
tion process further still appear to be growing, and the capabilities of the 
southern VC (though not necessarily the NVA) appear to be on the wane. 

It should also be borne in mind that pacification’s contribution to these 
results was achieved via programs that have been primarily Vietnamese 
staffed and run from the outset, though extensively subsidized and logisti- 
cally supported by the U.S. Even so, the direct U.S. dollar input to pacifi¬ 
cation in probably the peak year 1970 is only about $777 million out of 
the many billions still being spent, which makes pacification probably 
more cost-effective than most major wartime programs in Vietnam. Nor 
have pacification programs generally entailed the sort of counterproduc¬ 
tive side effects on rural attitudes characteristic of many aspects of the 
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“big unit” war. Indeed, many programs (refugee aid, village development 
and self-help, etc.) were designed partly to compensate for these. 

What is less apparent, and far less subject to measurement, is how last¬ 
ing the change in the countryside or the degree of positive rural com¬ 
mitment is to a still feeble GVN. In the author’s view, the war and its con¬ 
sequences (e.g., pacification) have stimulated ^hat amounts to a rural rev¬ 
olution in Vietnam —politically, socially, and economically. But the ex¬ 
tent to which this revolution will benefit the GVN’s cause over time is 
still unclear. Definitive evidence may not be available for years. Moreover, 
the VC—though greatly weakened—is still a force to be reckoned with. 
Indeed, despite the growing evidence as to pacification’s short-term impact 
on rural insurgency, such other factors as new NVA offensives, political 
changes in Saigon, or the terms of a negotiated settlement mdy so affect 
the final outcome in Vietnam that no real test of pacification’s ultimate 
impact may ever be feasible. 
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About a year ago when writing the above article I cited the great lack of 
informed public coverage of pacification in the 1967-70 period, and how 
most commentaries on it seemed to be unduly influenced by the growing 
controversy about our ill-fated intervention itself. This situation has grown 
worse, and in the strained atmosphere of today, dispassionate analysis is even 
more notable by its absence. Little attempt is made to buttress sweeping 
generalizations with even a modicum of fact. Pejorative condemnation tends 
to crowd out rational analysis. 

Who can question the legitimacy of academic controversy over the causes 
and consequences of America’s disastrous experience in Vietnam? These 
deserve to be fully aired and debated. If there were war crimes (in a generally 
accepted sense, if one exists), let these too be fully aired. But it does this de¬ 
bate no service when dissent slops over into ad hominem insinuations which 
demean the debate and the debaters and which substitute polemic for evidence. 

In this category lies the charge, made elsewhere in this volume, that in the 
view of knowledgeable observers'! deserve trial as a war criminal, presumably 
because of my role in the so-called “new model ” pacification program which 
I helped develop in 1966-68. I am unaware of any qualified observers who 
have made this charge and can only conclude that pacification has been 
lumped with all the rest that the U.S. did or supposedly did in Vietnam as a 
subject for blanket condemnation. To anyone familiar with the post-1966 
program, such charges of guilt by association must seem strange. 

Some have urged me to shrug off such nonsense and not to dignify it by 
rebuttal. Others have rightly pointed out that anything I write will inevitably 
be seen by many as a self-serving apologia. I have decided to pay this price. 
In my experience, government officials tend to be not only too secretive 
about their purposes and actions, but too reluctant to rebut criticism even 
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when it wholly lacks validity. This is hardly the way to stimulate informed 
dialogue between government and its critics, to the benefit of those it serves. 

Hence this note to the reader. I am fully prepared to assume my share of 
responsibility for anything I did or anything that was done by the advisory 
organization I headed. In retrospect, we made many mistakes. But I am un¬ 
aware of any criminal acts by any definition for which we should stand 
accountable. Let anyone produce even respectable allegations that we did. 

Of course I did hold a responsible senior position from April, 1966 through 
April, 1967 as Special Assistant to the President for what was termed “the 
Other War” in Vietnam. It was essentially a nation-building effort, an at¬ 
tempt to help build a viable socioeconomic fabric in the middle of a shooting 
war. Most activities I oversaw in that capacity are on the public record in the 
so-called Komer Report on The Other War, released by the White House 
in September 1966. 

From May, 1967 to November, 1968 I served in Vietnam as chief pacifica¬ 
tion adviser to the GVN. My role, and that of the organization I helped 
create, was to provide advice and logistic/financial help to the GVN’s own 
revivified pacification effort. This program, in glaring contrast to the “big 
unit war,” was wholly Vietnamese manned and commanded. We and they 
both wanted it this way. As a matter of policy we decided that Americans 
could not and should not perform this role. We Americans helped shape it 
and vigorously supported it. But an essential strength of pacification was 
precisely that it was a Vietnamese, not an American, program—whatever 
costs this entailed. And all things considered, it has proved a reasonably 
effective one to date. It shows that the GVN could finally put together a 
response to revolutionary war that was predominantly constructive rather 
than destructive. To me, it deserves far more credit than blame. 

The record of U.S. pacification support and advice need not be hidden 
behind a classified screen. As those from the media who dealt with us during 
1966-68 well realize, we in CORDS, and I personally, were about as candid, 
forthright, accessible, and responsive as anyone in Vietnam could be. We 
had nothing to hide. If our record is not clear, it is more because pacification 
and the “Other War” did not seem good copy than that we were evasive or 
dissimulating. Some might see me in particular as guilty of the “crime” of 
over-optimism, but I in turn see them as failing to analyze thoroughly before 
pinning on such cozy labels of convenience. 

The brief description of the post-1967 pacification effort in my article 
shows that, as practiced since 1966, it was close to the antithesis of any ap¬ 
proach stressing attrition by technological means. Far from seeking totali- 
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tarian controls over the population, the stress was on local self-government, 
political checks and balances, and rule of law. Far from seeking the displace¬ 
ment and dispossession of the rural population, the pacifiers (abandoning 
the Strategic Hamlet Regroupment approach), objected repeatedly to popu¬ 
lation relocation for military reasons and sought continuously to improve 
the social and economic lot of the farmers. Far from “generating” refugees, 
the pacifiers sought to minimize such harsh military measures; we were the 
ones who took care of refugees, not those who created them. Far from re¬ 
lying on bombing, napalm, defoliation, and other technological means, the 
pacification platoons and companies—recruited from the countryside—had 
no weapons larger than mortars and served to protect the villages from 
enemy attack. It is simply loose thinking to confuse pacification with the “big 
unit war.” 

In the year since my article was written, pacification has become even 
more civilianized, as the shooting war continues to wind down. Over 500,000 
acres have recently been distributed to farmers under the 1970 land reform 
law. The rural economy is booming in most areas. Provincial Councils have 
been elected. Far more refugees seem to be returning to their villages or 
resettling than are being created anew. All this despite the accelerating U.S. 
withdrawal, which further strengthens the hypothesis that the GVN has 
finally captured the nationalist revolution from the Viet Cong, and that 
what is still going on in Vietnam today is a quasi-conventional war pitting 
the North against the South. 

Like most programs in Vietnam, the so-called “new model” pacification 
program had its weaknesses. There was too much corruption, inefficiency, 
poor local leadership, and the like. Some critics point to the GVN Fhung 
Hoang program, designed to combat the clandestine Viet Cong politico/ad- 
ministrative/logistic/terror apparatus, as being often misused by GVN of¬ 
ficials for other purposes. But the record will show that the chief critics were 
the U.S. advisers themselves. Indeed, senior GVN pacification officials and 
U.S. advisers probably made a greater effort to correct excesses and to re¬ 
move venal or incompetent officials than in most other facets of the Vietnam 
war. Nor can such excesses be isolated from the context in which they were 
committed. They largely reflect the problems of a half-formed government 
and society under the stress of revolutionary war. It is doublethink to argue 
otherwise. 

In sum, it is regrettable that I should have to rebut such uninformed allega¬ 
tions against one of the more sensible and constructive endeavors which the 
U.S. belatedly supported in Vietnam. This is the first time, to my knowledge. 
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that such assertions have been made. Given the temper of the time, however, 
it will probably not be the last. So I prefer dealing with them now. One price 
of the Vietnam tragedy is the deep scars it has inflicted on the American 
psyche. I can only hope that responsible academic circles will resist the temp¬ 
tation to let pejorative allegation masquerade as reality, and will insist on 
temperate analysis. Only in this way will we ever learn the why and how of 
one of the most tragic chapters in America’s role in the world. 

June 23, 1971 R.WKomer 
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JEAN BAECHLER 


Revolutionary and 
Counter-Revolutionary War: 
Some Political and Strategic 
Lessons from the First Indochina 

War and Algeria 


As is true of all discrete historical occurrences, the French experiences 
with revolutionary war in Indochina and in Algeria have their own 
uniqueness^ These wars, however, also illustrate well-known, generally 
applicable maxims systematized by Clausewitz. Three of his concepts ap¬ 
pear particularly relevant to our analysis of revolutionary war: 

^ There is an extensive bibliography for the two wars: Yves Courri^re, La Guerre 
d^Algerie: Volume I, Les Fils de la Toussaint (Paris: Fayard, 1968); Volume II, 
Le Temps des Leopards (1969); Volume III, UHeure des Colonels (1970). I have 
consulted the following sources for Viet Minh accounts: Nguyen Giap, VArm^e 
Populaire de Liberation du Viet Nam (Hanoi, 1952); Dien Bien Phu (Hanoi, 1959); 
Guerre du Peuple, Arm'ee du Peuple (Hanoi, 1961). For the French point of view: 
M. Bigeard, Contre-Guerrilla (Algiers: Bacconnier, n.d.); L. Bodard, La Guerre 
d’Indochme, 3 volumes, (Paris: G^llimard, n.d.); G. Bonnet, Les Guerres Insurrec- 
tionelles et Rivolutionnaires (Paris: Payot, 1958); Bernard Fall, Guerres dUndochine 
(Paris: Robert Laffont, 1970); P. Langlais, Dien Bien Phu (Paris: Empire, 1963) ; P. 
Rolland, Contre Guerrilla (Paris: Louvois, 1956); J. Roy, La Bataille de Dien Bien 
Phu (Paris: Juilliard, 1963); and R. Trinquier, La Guerre Moderne (Paris: Table 
Ronde, 1961). 


Professor Jean Baechler received his agre^e at the University of Paris in history in 
1962. In 1966 he joined the National Scientific Research Center (Sociological Section). 
His principal publications include: The Politics of Trotsky (Paris: Armand Colin, 
1968) and Revolutionary Phenomena (Paris: Universities of France Press, 1970). 
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1. War is a duel between two protagonists, but within each camp one 
must distinguish three levels of interaction: the combatant forces, 
the domestic politics of the antagonists, and the actions and reac¬ 
tions of the international community. This distinction means that 
political dynamics are much more operative in revolutionary wars 
than in classical conventional wars. 

2. There are two grand strategies possible: the attack, which aims at 
winning the war; and the defense, which seeks not to lose it. In 
revolutionary war, the defense enjoys a decisive superiority over 
the attack. 

3. War is the continuation of policy by other means; and one must 
carefully distinguish the political end from the military objective. 

In revolutionary wars especially, the political goal must always 
determine the military objective. 

Revolutionary wars, in contrast to classical conventional wars, are 
wholly social phenomena, and analysis requires some consideration of the 
social systems of the antagonists. As in all wars, the strategies of the an¬ 
tagonists are dialectically linked; the strategy of the one determines that 
of the other. Because of the three levels of interaction, however, the rev¬ 
olutionary battlefield is much more complex. Yet, the most persistent er¬ 
ror of the French authorities in the field was to disregard the strategy of 
the other side, or worse, to sneer at it. The purpose of this article is to 
analyze the military and political strategies of the insurgents and of the 
established authorities. We will begin with the insurrection, for it is the 
insurrection which decides the stakes of war and establishes the ground 
rules of the struggle. 

I. Insurrection: The Political Goals 

The quest for sovereignty, The quest for sovereignty and legitimacy is 
the logical cause and end of the whole insurrectional movement. Indeed, 
the mainspring of the process of decolonization has been the will to re¬ 
conquer or to define a national or ethnic identity. Such an identity, how¬ 
ever, is only guaranteed from the moment the former colony has the ad¬ 
vantage of a full and complete sovereignty. Internally, sovereignty is de¬ 
fined by the possibility of establishing a legitimate political, economic, 
and social system without foreign interference; and externally, by the 
possibility of freely choosing a place in the international system. What¬ 
ever the initial level of demands—equal rights with the French, internal 
autonomy, independence with special ties, or total independence—and 
regardless of whether the mother country yields to or represses these de- 
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mands with force, the quest for sovereignty is inevitable. Therefore, it 
is wrong to believe that the eventual fulfillment of certain Indochinese 
or (especially) Algerian demands would have enabled the French to keep 
these people under their control. It is certain that these colonies would 
have achieved sovereignty anyway. 

The pursuit of sovereignty in no way prejudices the nature of the 
socio-political system that will be set up, or the international alignment 
of the new political unit. The choices are open, and consequently are de¬ 
termined by other factors. The principal factor is war itself; what is prob¬ 
able is that the longer and harsher the war, the more extremist the regime 
which will finally take over from the colonialists. 

The conquest of the people. At best, conquest of the people will result 
in the active support, at worst in the neutrality, of most of the popula¬ 
tion. This conquest is a technical necessity imposed by the initial dis¬ 
proportion of the contending forces. Lest they perish from logistical as¬ 
phyxiation or be limited to sporadic blows, the insurgents must be able to 
rely on the complicity of the majority of the people and the rallying of 
activists. The neutrality of the population poses no problem. Aside from 
minorities and the assimilated (for example, the Algerian veterans of the 
two world wars and the Algerian and Indochinese social strata which 
were completely Francophile), the population constitutes a source of im¬ 
plicit support for the insurgents. 

Indeed, even if we were to suppose that a population could ever be in¬ 
duced to identify with its conqueror, French colonialization was too short 
and too superficial to achieve this empathy. Consciousness of the differ¬ 
ence of the Other and of his menacing character never fades away. The 
intermittent reappearance of insurrections from the earliest days of coloni¬ 
zation proves that colonization is the imposition of an order which is es¬ 
sentially unstable. As a result, the apparent neutrality of the population 
has every chance of transforming itself into active support from the mo¬ 
ment the insurgents successfully convince the people that they are able 
to win. From this point on, revolutionary vocations will multiply (es¬ 
pecially among the youth and students) and a snowball phenomenon of 
activism will occur. Participation in the liberation movement begins in 
the ranks of the elite inherited from the old regime as well as in the ranks 
of the new elite born from contact with the West. Together these elites 
suffer most directly from the limitations of colonialization; but are in the 
best position to determine opportunities to construct a strategy for libera¬ 
tion. 
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The mobilization of the masses—composed essentially of the traditional 
peasantry—poses more difficult problems. With important exceptions, for 
example on the plantations, the masses do not suffer directly from coloni- 
alization. On the contrary, the masses were probably dissatisfied with the 
prevailing order even before colonialization. This is particularly valicl in 
reference to Indochina where the political and social system rested on 
the subjugation and exploitation of an overabundant and miserable 
peasantry. The insurgents are therefore confronted with the enormous 
task of convincing the masses that the struggle is social as well as national. 
And for the peasantry social combat means a struggle for land. This is 
why the essential point of the insurgents’ program is agrarian land re¬ 
form, and why a war for national liberation necessarily becomes a revo¬ 
lutionary war. 

Armed insurrection is constantly accompanied by intense political agi¬ 
tation among the masses, with all that this signifies: a deepening of social 
cleavages in the countryside, violent elimination of opponents, rigorous 
mobilization of the population by activists, and—-where the absence of 
the colonialists allows it—-the setting up of a politico-administrative in¬ 
frastructure that foreshadows the future regime and competes with the 
incumbents for political legitimacy and control of the people. These ac¬ 
tivities, however, lead directly to a fundamental socio-political choice 
which has divisive repercussions among the leaders of the insurrection. 
Indeed, as long as the goal is simply national independence, unanimity can 
exist. From the moment the insurgent program adopts political and social 
aims, ideological and social cleavages will appear and threaten unity. This 
in turn provides the colonial authorities with the possibility of exploit¬ 
ing these divisions and of trying to gain the support of the most accep¬ 
table factions. A group of loyalist ralliers will form, composed for the 
most part of men who have everything to fear from a social revolution 
and who will resist any attempt by the insurgents or by the established 
authorities to impose a social upheaval aimed at mobilizing the masses. 
Struggles among rebel factions and the settling of accounts among the in¬ 
surgents will also take place. It is very likely that in this struggle the ex¬ 
tremists will finally triumph and consequently a radicalization of the in¬ 
surgent movement will take place. This dialectical result is obviously not 
endogenous, but is entirely determined by the reactions of the establislied 
authorities. The longer and harsher the war, the more the consequences of 
this radicalization reveal themselves. 

The international environment. The Indochinese and Algerian insurgents 
benefited from direct and indirect outside support, both of which were 
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equally important. Direct help was provided by the bordering countries, 
China on the one hand, Morocco and especially Tunisia on the other. The in¬ 
surgents had the opportunity of establishing bases outside the country in 
order to train, regroup, and form units. They also received, through their 
sanctuary bases, arms and logistical support which would come from all 
over the world.^ Indirect support is more subtle and entails, broadly speak¬ 
ing, two strategies. First, it is necessary to insert a wedge between the 
mother country and its allies. This can be done by convincing them of the 
illegitimacy of the counter-revolutionary war or by showing them that 
its pursuit can lead to issues which threaten the international balance of 
power.^ Second, it is necessary to alert international public opinion so 
that its awakening might bring pressure to bear on the adversary: no 
country, especially a democratic one, can indefinitely neglect the con¬ 
demnation of world public opinion. For example, the main objective of 
the blind and bloody attacks in Algiers in 1955-56 was to publicize the 
existence of the Algerian revolution. An attack carried out in the center 
of the city of Algiers had a far greater repercussion than a successful am¬ 
bush deep in the Aures region. Most international public opinion is es¬ 
sentially anti-colonialist; but even if it were not, the natural tendency is to 
side with the underdog. 

The insurrection aims at a clear and simple end toward which it is pos¬ 
sible to channel all energies and around which one can hope to rally 
world opinion. The clarity of the political goal is essential for it is politics 
which determine the outcome of the war; a bad or imprecise policy re¬ 
sults in an unsuccessful war. As Clausewitz has stated: 

... under all circumstances War is to be regarded not as an inde¬ 
pendent thing, but as a political instrument; and it is only by taking 
this point of view that we can avoid finding ourselves in opposition to 
all military history.... Now, the first, the grandest, and most decisive 
act of judgment which the Statesman and General exercises is rightly to 
understand ... the War in which he engages and not to take it for some¬ 
thing, or to wish to make of it something, which by the nature of its 

^ To have a powerful and active ally on one’s doorstep is essential. Indeed it enables 
one to avoid asphyxiation and poses the problem for the established authorities of 
whether to expand the conflict. The French army set up between Tunisia and 
Algeria an extremely effective barrier, but this did not prevent the insurrection from 
spreading. 

®The first argument was used by Ho Chi Minh with the Americans; for many 
years, the Americans were convinced that France was engaged in the criminal at¬ 
tempt to keep Indochina within the French Empire. The second argument con¬ 
vinced the Americans that the Algerian War would lead to the Sovietization of the 
Maghreb. 
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relations it is impossible for it to be. This is, therefore, the first, the most 
comprehensive, of all strategic questions.'^ 

This advice applies to both antagonists, but the insurgents in their ex¬ 
ploitation of political advantages establish the ground rules which deter¬ 
mine the nature of the revolutionary war. 

II. Insurrection: The Military Strategy 

The center of gravity of the enemy. The goal of military operations is 
to disarm the enemy; this is accomplished (materially and/or morally) 
when his center of gravity is destroyed. The center of gravity varies ac¬ 
cording to the political regime involved and the type of war. According 
to Clausewitz, 

Alexander had his centre of gravity in his Army, as had Gustavus 
Adolphus, Charles XII, and Frederick the Great, and the career of any¬ 
one of them would soon have been brought to a close by the destruc¬ 
tion of his fighting force: in States tom by internal dissensions, this 
centre generally lies in the capital; in small States dependent on greater 
ones, it lies generally in the Army of these allies; in a confederacy, it 
lies in the unity of interests; in a national insurrection, in the person of 
the chief leader, and in public opinion. Against these points the blow 
must be directed.^ 

In a revolutionary war, the counter-insurgent’s center, in these cases that 
of the French, is not the expeditionary force. Indeed, in a revolutionary 
war the disproportion of forces in favor of the established authorities qs 
such that the destruction of the expeditionary corps is almost impossible. 
But in the unlikely event that this were to happen, it would mean that 
one type of war had been lost: it would still be possible to start another 
one with new forces from the mother country.® France has never waged 
total war even in Algeria. An expeditionary corps, which represented 
only a small proportion of the mobilizable armed forces, was always used. 

It is clear that the center of gravity of the counter-insurgent lies in the 
mother country and more precisely in the national will to fight. In a 

^Clausewitz, On War (London: Pelican Books, 1968), edited by Anatol Rapoport, 

p. 121. 

" Ibid., p. 389. 

® Dien Bien Phu was an absurdity from all points of view—especially on the political 
level for it meant a double or nothing situation. Thus defeat meant the loss of North 
Vietnam through a war fought by a limited number of professionals and volunteers 
who did not have the moral support of the mother country. A national awakening to 
the situation would have been expressed by a massive dispatchment of troops and the 
start of a new war. 
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pluralistic political system there is inevitably, however, a party in favor 
of negotiation and peace. Consequently, the prime strategy of the insur¬ 
gents is to try to turn this party into a majority. In order to accomplish 
this, the insurgents must hold out militarily long enough for war-weari¬ 
ness to develop in the mother country, or else they must inflict enough 
casualties so that the costs incurred seem disproportionate to the stakes. 
Using systematic propaganda to take advantage of the natural divisive¬ 
ness inherent in pluralistic polities, the insurgents must convince a ma¬ 
jority in the mother country that two nations are not struggling, but 
rather that an aspiring nation is resisting an imperialist war faction in the 
mother country. An appropriate measure is the refusal to bring terrorism 
into the mother country, for this would then result in the defeat of the 
peace party. The Algerian F.L.N. found it difficult to accept this prin¬ 
ciple; some wanted to put France to flre and sword with the help of im¬ 
migrant workers. There were, for example, several spectacular attacks 
against the oil installations in Marseilles. Of course, these incidents turned 
people almost unanimously against the F.L.N. 

In the case of a non-hegemonial power like France, its allies represent 
a secondary center of gravity. The insurgents strive to erode alliance sup¬ 
port or transform it into opposition. They can accomplish this by care¬ 
fully avoiding interference with the interests of the allies and by using 
diplomatic blackmail. 

The strategy of defense, or the prevention of defeat. Because of its initial 
materiel and numerical inferiority, the insurrection must assume a stra¬ 
tegic defensive posture to shield itself and conserve its offensive capabil¬ 
ity. As Clausewitz has noted, strategic defense does not mean mere pas¬ 
sivity, but a shrewd attempt to extend the offense spatially and temporal- 
ly: 

The idea of wearing out the enemy in a struggle amounts in prac¬ 
tice to a gradual exhaustion of the physical powers and of the will by 
the long continuance of exertion. 

Now, if we want to overcome the enemy by the duration of the 
contest, we must content ourselves with as small objects as possible, 
for it is in the nature of the thing that a great end requires a greater 
expenditure of force than a small one; but the smallest object that we 
can propose to ourselves is simple passive resistance, that is a combat 
without any positive view. In this way, therefore, our means attain 
their greatest relative value, and therefore the result is best secured. 
How far now can this negative mode of proceeding be carried? Plain- 
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ly not to absolute passivity, for mere endurance would not be fight¬ 
ing; and the defensive is an activity by which so much of the enemy’s 
power must be destroyed that he must give up his object.... If then 
the negative purpose, that is the concentration of all the means into a 
state of pure resistance, affords a superiority in the contest, and if this 
advantage is enough to balance whatever superiority in numbers the 
adversary may have, then the mere duration of the contest will suffice 
gradually to bring the loss of force on the part of the adversary 
to a point at which the political object can no longer be an equivalent, 
a point at which, therefore, he must give up the contest. We see then 
that this class of means, the wearing out of the enemy, includes the 
great number of cases in which the weaker resists the stronger.'^ 

This defensive strategy of revolutionary war corresponds to several 
simple maxims of guaranteed efficacy. First, never accept combat with an 
enemy attacking in force, but retreat before superior force. To illustrate 
this point one can cite the example in Indochina of the ofifensive along 
la Route Coloniale No. 4, along the Chinese border in 1949, or the Battle 
of the Black River and Hoa Binh (November 14, 1951-February 24, 1952). 
Any offensive necessarily reaches a climax after which time plays against 
the attacker: he must administer occupied territory, disperse his troops, 
and maintain logistics lines; or the attacker must retreat and risk ambusb. 
The evacuation of the garrison at Cao Bang on la Route Coloniale No. 
4, (October, 1951) became a disaster. Second, attack only when assured 
of an absolute superiority. This maxim presupposes that the counter-in¬ 
surgent has dispersed his forces and that the insurgents can concentrate 
forces rapidly at any given place. It also implies mobility, freedom of 
movement, and patience. Whence the decisive importance to the insur¬ 
gents of the complicity of the people, a rugged terrain, and dense vegeta¬ 
tion. Third, never engage all of one’s strength in a single battle. Fourth, 
break off the combat as soon as it appears that losses are excessive. General 
Giap ordered a retreat as soon as the losses reached 50 per cent of the 
combatants, no matter what the situation was on the battlefield. 

These maxims hold true for the defenders whatever the level of forces 
involved. In the adaptation of available forces and armament to the ter¬ 
rain and in response to the conventional superiority of the counter-insur¬ 
gents, the defending insurgent has at his disposal a whole gamut of opera¬ 
tions from isolated acts of terrorism, through guerrilla warfare, to mo- 


’ Clausewitz, op, cit., p. 128. 
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bile warfare using a regular army.® One is vanquished only when one 
recognizes his own defeat; a single active will is all that is needed for the 
war to continue. 

On the whole, the systematic implementation of these rules for the 
strategic defense compensates for the insurgents’ inferiority of means 
and numbers. Besides, since bravery, skill, and enthusiasm make up for 
any lack of the characteristic military qualities of a professional army, 
and since the insurgents know why they are fighting and dying, the in¬ 
surrection benefits from a decisive superiority in the conduct of the de¬ 
fense.® All this is in addition to the insurgents’ political advantages. Does 
this mean they can hope for the same superiority in the attack.^“ 

The strategy of the attack^ or the attempt to vein. The strategy of the 
attack is to take the offensive with the aim of destroying the expedition¬ 
ary forces of the colonial authorities. To gain victory several conditions 
must be satisfied. First, it is necessary to assemble insurgent guerrilla 
forces and to incorporate them into a regular army for the final mobile 
war phase. Second, massive outside help in the form of heavy and light 
weapons must be assured. Third, sanctuaries (mountains, forests) which 
offer protection from attack, especially from air power, are necessary. 
Fourth, one must have immediate superior strength to engage in pitched 
battles, although miscalculation can bring catastrophe. For example, Giap 
committed a serious error in judgment, which he recognized, by going 
on the offensive in Tonkin. The battles of Vinh Yen (January 13-17, 
1951), of Dong Trieu (March 23-28, 1951), and of Day (May 29-July 18, 
1951) resulted in such great slaughters within the ranks, that the outcome 
of the war was put off for several years. For their part, the French dis¬ 
dain of the fighting qualities of the fellahs and the Viet Minh was wide¬ 
spread and led to tragic miscalculations, especially in Indochina. Fifth, the 
colonial authorities may accept combat for stakes of “double or nothing” 
in a single battle, but it is unreasonable to assume that the colonialists will 
stake the outcome of the entire war on a single battle. (The counter-in¬ 
surgent forces must, from the moment they have lost the initiative, as¬ 
sume in their turn the defensive strategy and avoid decisive combat.) 
Finally, it is necessary to insure that, if the incumbent has engaged in a 

®In Indochina there were two kinds of war which were radically different: in 
Cochinchina there were terrorist acts and surprise attacks (guerrilla warfare in the 
strictest sense of the word); in Tonkin, Giap maneuvered regular army divisions. On 
the other hand, in Algeria, where the disproportion of forces was incomparably 
greater, only the first type of war was put into effect by the insurgents. 

®This Clausewitzian truth was completely ignored by the French command. 
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“double or nothing” battle and lost, he should not have the will to send 
another strengthened expeditionary corps. The outcome of the revolu¬ 
tionary war hinges on an imponderable factor—national pride. (Some 
hegemonial powers have never experienced defeat, and do not realize that 
defeat is a relative thing.) 

It follows from all the above conditions that a decisive victory in a 
single classical battle is highly improbable (Dien Bien Phu not being a 
model but an aberration). This is explained by the fact that the counter- 
insurgent’s center of gravity is not the expeditionary corps but the will of 
the mother country to continue fighting. The logic of the conflict does 
not lead the insurgents to destroy the enemy’s army, but to convince the 
politicians that the cost exceeds the stakes. This is diflicult when the only 
stake in the war is prestige, for the defeated counter-insurgent has to 
find the means to disengage from a futile war without further tarnishing 
his prestige. 

III. The Established Authorities: Political Goals 

The political objective. In Indochina, France was willing initially to grant 
broad autonomy within the framework of the French Union, and planned 
to grant independence later—provided it would not benefit a communist 
regime. In Algeria there was a much greater diversity of objectives. For 
example, the slogan Algerie Frangaise had at least two entirely diflferent 
meanings: for some it meant a return to the status quo ante and the main¬ 
tenance of colonial privileges; for others it meant that the Moslems were 
Frenchmen—equals—possessing indefeasible rights. 

In general, when the colonial status quo is challenged, there are three 
possible responses: either one merely desires military victory followed 
by a return to the status quo ante or else a military victory followed by 
reforms designed to prevent another upheaval. The third answer would 
be to seek a stalemate by asking for a cease-fire. This would be followed 
by elections and negotiations in order to bring out the various points of 
view and to reach a compromise. This was the oflicial position of the 
French government in Algeria from 1956 on. These three alternatives are 
inevitable, whoever the antagonists might be. If an authoritarian political 
system were to engage in counter-revolutionary war, one of the above 
alternatives would be chosen and imposed as the political objective. In con¬ 
trast, under a pluralistic system, where, by definition, freedom of opinion, 
expression, and organization is guaranteed, each of these alternatives would 
be adopted by political parties or pressure groups. The divergences 
among these contradictory alternatives become all the more accentuated 
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as the moral authority of the government becomes weak or collapses. In¬ 
deed, the executors of the pluralistic government’s policy are able to im¬ 
plement their own political strategy in the field instead of the one chosen 
by the government. In Indochina several policies were used by dififer- 
ent factions, especially by the military. In Algeria political incoherence 
reached such a high level that the Fourth Republic finally collapsed in May 
of 1958. Thus, the diversity of political objectives which is unavoidable 
in pluralistic governments will be all the more apparent in actual practice 
as the strategy of the regime falters and the government itself loses au¬ 
thority. 

The military consequences of this chaotic political situation are very 
serious, for it produces incoherence in the military strategy. If the objec¬ 
tive is the maintenance of colonial sovereignty or military victory pure 
and simple, then all means are justified and the colonial authorities will 
blindly massacre and thereby alienate the population. If the objective is 
the establishment of relationships of trust and equality with the popula¬ 
tion, repression will be carried out on a selective basis and will respect 
the rights of men and the laws of war. Consequently, repression will be 
weak and will encourage the insurrection. The situation becomes inex¬ 
tricable if these two strategies are applied simultaneously by divergent 
elements of the established authorities. Thus, political incoherence and 
contradictions have profound repercussions on military operations and 
lead necessarily to confusion and catastrophe in the field or to upheaval in 
the metropole in an effort to impose one and only one policy on the conduct 
of the war. 

This confused situation has grave consequences for the counter-insur¬ 
gent combatants. In fact, it becomes difficult or impossible for a soldier 
to know why he fights or why he risks his life. Without profound motiva¬ 
tion, a country has only spiritless and passive troops, and therefore, an 
ineffective instrument. Those who are drafted probably oppose the war. 
Lacking enthusiasm and the proper training for this type of war, a con¬ 
script army will be mediocre. Sending professionals, who have a stronger 
taste for war and military glory, limits the size of the army and risks see¬ 
ing it cut off from the country, and this may embitter the troops who 
find themselves abandoned. Public opinion, which is directly influenced 
by the risks run by its sons, will probably be profoundly divided. In short, 
counter-revolutionary war brings about a political polarization in the 
mother country; this can be very dangerous, weakening the regime and 
challenging its legitimacy. 

Finally, political uncertainty has repercussions upon the rationalizations 
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used to justify the war. Three of these have been used. First, the war 
could be interpreted as a fight to uphold the integrity of the French Em¬ 
pire. In fact this argument has been little used, undoubtedly because most 
Frenchmen have always been indifferent toward their colonies. There 
was, therefore, no hope of convincing the French people that it was 
urgent to make sacrifices or to die for an imperial cause. A second ra¬ 
tionalization represented the objective of the war as the desire to spare 
the indigenous population a socio-political regime judged unbearable. In 
other words, it was necessary to convince the French that their sacrifice 
would save the Indochinese or the Algerians from Communism. At the 
very best, this rationalization is insufficient. The third justification for the 
war has been called the “domino theory.” It affirms that if France surrenders 
one colony, then it must surrender all the others. This statement is cer¬ 
tainly true, but it brings us back to the first point: there was no hope of 
arousing the majority of the French people by using such a threat. If by 
the domino theory, however, one means that defeat in one place will 
bring about a series of communist regimes in the entire area under consid¬ 
eration, many sound objections arise. The first one is that the intensifica¬ 
tion of the war is, itself, the surest guarantee of victory for the insurgent 
extremists. It is the cure which kills the patient. In the second place, the 
domino theory cannot be proven; there is no evidence that a communist 
regime in Algeria would lead ipso facto to communist regimes in Tunis 
and Rabat; political conditions vary so much from country to country 
that the domino theory has no predictive value. In the third place, even 
assuming the validity of the domino theory, then the question is: what 
happens afterwards.^ The final result can only be interpreted as a catas¬ 
trophe if one postulates the monolithic unity of the communist bloc. One 
can just as well accept the opposite postulate, that the more political units 
there are in a bloc, the more its internal tensions compromise its cohesion 
and create polycentrism. In a pluralist regime, these rationalizations in¬ 
eluctably reinforce division in public opinion and in the ruling elite, fur¬ 
ther compromising the unity of the policy being followed and bringing 
indecision into the conduct of military operations. 

On the whole, these rationalizations can rally only impassioned mi¬ 
norities; those still nostalgically longing for imperial grandeur and those 
longing for counter-revolutionary crusades. Imperialists have no chance 
of predominating because of the complex international situation resulting 
from the two world wars. The counter-revolutionaries could gain the 
ascendancy, however, provided the crusade could be undertaken by the 
whole western camp. This would presuppose a movement toward politi- 
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cal unity, a conviction of the deadly character of the threat posed by the 
communist bloc, and the exalted monopoly of Truth and Good. France 
was indeed far from fulfilling these conditions. 

The problem of the colonial population. The attitudes toward the colonial 
population are necessarily as diverse and contradictory as the political 
goals of the counter-insurgents. Three basic modes of behavior accom¬ 
pany these attitudes. First, a realistic and logical attitude deems that the 
entire population is composed of actual or virtual enemies. Consequently, 
all military operations Would be carried out without consideration for 
the civilian losses of the adversary; only military victory would count. 
Such a ruthless solution poses certain difficult technical and diplomatic 
problems. Futhermore, it is incompatible with the social, political, and 
ethical values of a pluralistic country. It is inconceivable that a democratic 
system nurtured through centuries, should have recourse to mass ter¬ 
rorism. It would be necessary first for democracy to have died and given 
way to a totalitarian system. 

Second, an unrealistic and illogical attitude tries to make a clear dis¬ 
tinction between national war and social war. The underlying arguments 
for this strange attitude can be summarized in the following fashion. 
The retrieval of national identity is only an ideological pretense for the 
insurgents which conceals real claims; these are of a socio-economic na¬ 
ture. Consequently, it is enough to grant agrarian reforms, to launch a 
bold program of economic development, and to insure the process of 
democratization by suppressing the old elite classes and creating new 
ones. This new elite class will presumably emerge from a democratic sys¬ 
tem of education open to all. Thus, the people and the majority of the 
insurgents will quit fighting and docilely return to the bosom of the 
mother country. A variation, which should take its place in the museum 
of ideological drollery, states that the substance of the insurgents’ de¬ 
mands is purely imaginary and is the result of an exogenous indoctrina¬ 
tion. An intensive counter-propaganda campaign will suffice to win over 
the population and thereby put an end to the insurgency. This strategy 
resulted in the “psychological action” in Algeria, which was based on 
the hypothesis that one could convince anyone of everything. It is not 
certain that such stupidity belongs only to France. This argument, which 
is so widespread in France and elsewhere, seems so strange because it does 
not take into account the importance of strong national passions; it as¬ 
sumes that man lives by bread alone. It also assumes that an aspiring people 
seeking redress of longstanding grievances will have more confidence in 
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foreigners than in its own sons. All these opinions are based on such 
primitive psychology that they would not deserve mention if they were 
not so widespread. 

Finally, there is the pragmatic attitude which recognizes that colonial¬ 
ism is anachronistic, and that its costs outweigh its benefits. The solution 
is to support a moderate political faction in the colony in order to un¬ 
dermine the extremist insurgents. This was the most widespread attitude 
within the expeditionary forces, at least in Algeria. Soldiers of all ranks 
had only mixed feelings toward the French settlers in Algeria and 
tended to recognize the legitimacy of the economic and social demands 
of the Moslems. Let us also remember that the Constantine speech of Gen¬ 
eral de Gaulle, in which he announced huge investments to be poured 
into the Algerian economy, corresponds to the argument just outlined. 
This solution is possible so long as there is no war and national passions 
are not exacerbated. Once war breaks out the decolonization solution be¬ 
comes less and less possible as the war goes on. Indeed, those indigenous 
leaders who support this non-revolutionary solution are recruited from 
the social strata which have the most to lose from the revolution, since 
the national revolution is gradually transformed into a social revolution. 
They are the propertied classes, the traditional elite, and the corrupt native 
bureaucracy which thrives on the economic opportunities available dur¬ 
ing a state of war. On the whole, revolutionary war produces a result 
diametrically opposite to the desired one: the war definitely isolates the 
puppet political faction from the people; it furnishes the insurgents with 
wonderful arguments for their propaganda and thereby accelerates the 
momentum of the social revolution. Thus, the established authorities find 
themselves cornered in an untenable position, which is the result of the 
contradiction inherent in seeking forcibly to convince a people to choose 
freely a non-communist regime. 

The international milieu. What is to the international advantage of the 
insurrection is to the international disadvantage of the colonial authorities. 
France, not being a hegemonial power and finding herself in a system of 
alliances, was forced to rely upon her allies for materiel and political sup¬ 
port. Even supposing that she had the means and the will, France could 
not have pursued a war of extermination without encountering over¬ 
whelming international opposition; this would have forced reconsidera¬ 
tion. Furthermore, the consensus of international feeling favors decoloni¬ 
zation and the liberation of oppressed peoples. Thus, in Indochina and 
Algeria France appeared engaged in anachronistic wars. There was no 
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chance of any country enthusiastically supporting her. In Indochina, 
probably because of the Korean War, France was successful in convinc¬ 
ing the American government that she was fighting for freedom. Whence 
came a huge amount of American aid in the form of money and materiel. 
However, this aid resulted in dubious relations. It was improbable that the 
United States, financing the French, would indefinitely allow France to 
wage the war as it saw fit. 

General de Gaulle’s accession to power introduced a new factor. He 
visualized France at the head of a coalition of countries which would not 
accept the Soviet-American duopoly, but the continuation of the Algerian 
war was a nullifying obstacle which had to be removed before France 
could again venture into the delights of great power politics. It took 
him four years to convince others that the war could not be won. It was 
to his credit that he successfully transformed a defeat into victory. 

IV. The Established Authorities: The Military Strategy 

The enemy'"s center of gravity. From what has been said about revolu¬ 
tionary warfare, it is clear that the insurgents’ center of gravity is not the 
insurgent army (regular or guerrilla) but the entire indigenous popula¬ 
tion. This has at least two very important consequences. Even if repres¬ 
sion is effective enough to eliminate the armed insurgents and even if few 
people are won over to the revolution, the insurrection will always be able 
to reconstitute its strength and be capable of acts of terrorism and guerril¬ 
la surprise attacks. Thus, there is no hope that repression might lead to a 
permanently imposed peace. It is also obvious that a classical military 
“vision” of the revolutionary war—i.e., the conviction that the enemy 
will be defeated by the strategy and tactics learned in the Conventional 
School of War drawn from European experiences—leads to catastrophe. 

As the established authorities must soon realize, the people constitute 
the center of gravity, and they must direct their efforts toward the win¬ 
ning of the population. Four basic strategies are possible and have been 
used in succession or simultaneously. The first can be called the winning of 
the hearts. By introducing or promising radical reforms (accompanied by 
propagandistic Psychological Action) the counter-insurgents try to win 
the population over to their side. As pointed out, such a policy is of 
rather dubious efficacy. Besides, it has the disadvantage of accentuating 
tensions within the counter-insurgent camp, because some segments re¬ 
fuse categorically to consider reforms.^*^ 

^°In Algeria the important colonists and after them the “small whites” were vio¬ 
lently opposed to reform of any kind, since they believed that to yield on one point 
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A second strategy consists of the large-scale mobilization of the pop¬ 
ulation by the counter-insurgents and of the systematic elimination, not 
only of the militants but of all groups which might be capable of being 
insurgent cadres. In short, it is a strategy designed to atomize the popula¬ 
tion, making it incapable of opposition. This implies an enormous con¬ 
scription of troops from the mother country and the use of terrorist 
methods in the field. In order to hold down the number of troops re¬ 
quired and to provide an easier and less bloody surveillance, it is necessary 
to displace the population to “centers of regroupment” or “shelters.” In 
this way one hopes to isolate the insurrection from its breeding ground, 
the people. If such an evacuation is effected, one can be sure that it will 
completely fail to attain its goal. Indeed, the suffering connected with 
these deportations serves as excellent propaganda material for the insur¬ 
gents. Because it is impossible to prevent contact between the centers and 
the outside, they become an excellent culture medium for the recruitment 
of revolutionaries. Certainly, the consciences of those in the mother 
country will revolt against what would look like an embarrassing reap¬ 
pearance of concentration camps. This policy was followed in Algeria, 
without much success in the field, but with violent opposition in France. 

A third strategy involves the systematic utilization of cleavages which 
divide the population. Thus, in Indochina, a traditional enmity exists be¬ 
tween the ethnic Vietnamese (Annamites) and the Montagnards (the Moi, 
Muong,,Thai tribes etc.). The French mobilized, armed, and organized the 
latter in an effort to use them against the insurgents. They also used the re¬ 
ligious minorities; the Catholics, Cao Dai, and Hoa Hao. But, it is impossible 
for the established authorities to use residual or marginal groups to build 
a new order that can be imposed on the majority, or to divide and rule. In 
Algeria tribal conflicts were used in the same manner, but with the same 
limitations. For example, in the Aures region an age-old hatred separated 
the Ouled Abdi from the Touabas. The latter having participated in the 
insurrection on November 1, 1954, the former ipso facto fell in with forces 
of the established authorities. 

There remains a final strategy, which is simply to annihilate the popula¬ 
tion. Aside from the moral and political problems involved, this strategy 
meets with technical obstacles which a country such as France would find 
difficult to overcome. In sum, since the center of gravity is the population 

would eventually mean giving in on everything. They succeeded in aborting all in¬ 
clinations to reform. One interpretation of this currently heard circulating in France 
says that it is this obstinacy which led them to the catastrophical re-embarkment of 
1962. A more conciliatory attitude would have led to the same result, but without 
war and its atrocities—and by means of an orderly withdrawal. 
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itself, the logical alternatives which the counter-insurgent is forced to 
face is eventual surrender or genocide. This logic determines the conduct 
of the operations. 

The strategy of attack, or the attempt to vein. If we start with the hy¬ 
pothesis that there is no alternative to victory, four types of war are pos¬ 
sible. The first is the classical war of movement inspired by World War II. 
According to the best tradition, one sets up huge mechanized operations 
with infantry, armor, artillery, and aircraft with the intent of dealing a 
mortal blow to the adversary. If this strategy is used by the counter¬ 
insurgents in a revolutionary war, their defeat is assured and constant. In¬ 
deed, on the strength of the logic of the defense, the adversary will usual¬ 
ly refuse to fight and will disappear into the countryside and into the 
population. On the whole it will be like beating the air. An operation of 
this type launched in the Aures region in 1955 did not encounter a single 
one of the enemy. Since “mistakes” are inevitable, to the detriment of the 
civilian population, atrocities resulting from conventional firepower and 
tactics are good propaganda for the insurgents and are an excellent source 
of recruitment. 

Next comes the war of territorial security (quadrillage) y which involves 
systematic occupation of the country with garrisons in each populated 
area. These outposts are linked to larger installations capable of sending 
reinforcements and tanks and of providing artillery support. Each post 
guards a limited sector and hunts down the insurgents. Such a strategy 
meets with insurmountable difficulties. The requirement for large num¬ 
bers of troops would necessitate massive mobilization in the mother coun¬ 
try—and political difficulties would inevitably arise. In addition, it is 
physically impossible to interdict all of the natural sanctuaries where the 
insurgents find refuge. The insurgent, because of his mobility, is able to 
concentrate relatively invincible forces against this or that outpost, de¬ 
stroy it, and set up ambushes against the reinforcements sent in by the 
“supporting” outpost. The nibbling and the loss of materiel finally ex¬ 
haust the occupation troops.Therefore, unless millions of troops are 
used, this strategy does not lead to victory. 

At first glance, counter-guerrilla war bears the closest resemblance to 
the correct solution. It is based on a simple truth, which finally becomes 
evident to a few: the only way to win is to learn from the insurgent and 

Thousands of soldiers disappeared in this manner in Cochinchina. Lucien 
Bodard, among others, has told of the atrocious character of this war. It was guerrilla 
war in the strictest sense which even claimed Roland as its victim at Roncevaux. 
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to practice the same kind of tactics he does. The insurgent bases his 
strength on small but extremely mobile groups, which are almost self- 
sufficient and always on the lookout for an ambush or surprise attack. All 
that is necessary, therefore, is to form small, but highly trained units 
made up of volunteers and professionals, who have a perfect knowledge 
of the terrain and who are ready to lead a life of sacrifice and danger for 
weeks and months. By the systematic use of intelligence, obtained by the 
usual methods (torture, owing to the lack of cooperation by the popula¬ 
tion), and constant mobility, these counter-guerrilla units will give chase 
in order to surprise and destroy the insurgent. Tested locally and rather 
spontaneously in Indochina and more systematically in Algeria, this strat¬ 
egy has proven to be remarkably effective. . 

However, the counter-guerrilla war has its limitations. The main one is 
the number and quality of troops required. In a far-away war with 
dubious or incoherent political goals, one can hope to find men qualified 
for this type of war only among those who have fighting in their blood 
and who enjoy it without worrying about the moral or political justifica¬ 
tions for their actions. Such men can be found in every country, but they 
are an infinitesimal minority. Therefore, the effectiveness of an army of 
commandos will be inversely proportional to the extent and intensity of 
the insurrection. In contrast, nationalist and revolutionary passion mul¬ 
tiplies the number of insurgent guerrillas greatly. Counter-guerrilla war¬ 
fare can thus be effective and lead to victory only as long as the insurrec¬ 
tion remains localized. Using this method, however, the British succeeded 
in eliminating the Malaysian guerrillas, and this method can be particu¬ 
larly effective in big cities. On the condition that the population of the 
metropole does not object to the means employed, such as the systematic 
use of torture (the style-para), the forces of the established authorities 
can in principle hold the cities indefinitely. The Battle of Algiers (1957) is 
a perfect example of this. In six months the paratroopers completely 
cleaned out the Casbah. 

One must also keep in mind a second limitation. Counter-guerrilla war 
employs means that inevitably infringe upon human rights and the laws 
of war. Domestic and foreign consciences cannot help but be moved by 
such a war and an international campaign will be launched in order to 
denounce it. In a pluralist regime this campaigA has an irresistably logi¬ 
cal appeal, for it is based upon an irrefutable argument: why continue a 
struggle which can no longer be associated with democratic and humani¬ 
tarian ideals, but which moves the nation to horror and perhaps to author¬ 
itarianism? What is the meaning of victory if its price is the loss of the 
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national soul? A fatal split can result between the army—for whom victory 
is now an end in itself and not a means to a political end—and the nation 
which recoils at the means used for such a victory. This formula can help 
to define an absurd war, a war which has become insane because it has 
broken loose from the control of political objectives. A counter-revolu¬ 
tionary war, because of its inherent logic, at any moment runs the risk of 
turning into madness. 

A third limitation is set by the outside bases of the insurrection. A 
counter-guerrilla war cannot stop at the borders. Should it cross them, it 
lends to the struggle an international dimension which might escape the 
control of the political leaders and arouse reactions which will destroy 
national and international stability. Finally, there is a limitation within 
the army itself. Traditional military leaders do not like restless and rebel¬ 
lious soldiers, either conscripts or commandos. They feel them slipping 
out from under their supervision and'distrust their subversive potential. 
This distrust is transformed into hatred of political men, whom they re¬ 
gard as having played the sorcerer’s apprentice by meddling in military 
affairs. 

A final possible strategy is the voar of annihilation. By the massive use 
of firepower, one aims to break not the will but the living forces of the ad¬ 
versary: war turns into a wholesale massacre. This poses technical prob¬ 
lems. The record proves that the classical means (bombs and shells) are 
ineffectual over wide areas with effective, camouflaged defense. After the 
experiences of World War II, one is surprised that there should still exist 
military men and politicians who think that massive bombing could bring 
the adversary to his knees. Constant experience and simple psychology 
would indicate the certain result to be a strengthening of the will to resist 
and to fight. The colonial power is inevitably led to consider more radical 
means: the systematic destruction of crops and irrigation systems in order 
to starve the population.If this is insufficient—for outside help can com¬ 
pensate for the destruction—one goes a step further into the horrors of war 
and uses atomic or bacteriological weapons. When it was becoming ap¬ 
parent that the battle of Dien Bien Phu was turning into a disaster, cer¬ 
tain French leaders were hoping that the United States would consent to 
make use of atomic weapons to reverse the situation. It goes without say¬ 
ing that such a strategy would arouse reactions—such as intervention by a 

^ In a country which is, primarily, agricultural, the destruction of the industrial 
infrastructure cannot have decisive consequences; all the less since there is a defense: 
the dispersion into small production units. As for the complete destruction of the 
lines of communication, it is simply impossible. 
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third power—which would make its application unthinkable. International 
indignation would be so great that the colonial power would have to ca¬ 
pitulate quickly or risk being discredited forever in the eyes of the world. 
Finally, the inevitable internal unrest would bring the regime to a state of 
paralysis and dissolution. On the whole, it was absolutely impossible for 
France to resort to such extremes. On the other hand, a hegemonial power 
with a totalitarian regime might not hesitate to do so. 

The strategy of the defense, or the prevention of defeat. Flaving been 
persuaded of the fact that they cannot win without killing everyone, the 
established authorities can completely reverse their policy and decide not 
to lose, i.e., to hold on indefinitely in the hope that weariness will finally 
rally large numbers of the population to a moderate solution. But pro¬ 
tracted revolutionary war can only benefit the insurgents. Despite its 
futility, the first rule that governs the counter-insurgent’s defensive stra¬ 
tegy is to avoid at any cost a “double or nothing” battle such as Dien 
Bien Phu, and to refuse all engagements in which absolute superiority is 
not certain. Second, the counter-insurgent must hold the big cities (by 
exercising police control), and the main lines of communication, and es¬ 
tablish impregnable bases in strategic areas. Third, an effective and sus¬ 
tained counter-guerrilla war must be conducted in order to wear down the 
insurgents and prevent them from organizing. Finally, the counter¬ 
insurgent must launch massive and unexpected strikes to prevent the in¬ 
surgent from concentrating his forces and consolidating his hold on the 
countryside. There is no need to add that in this case the established 
authorities must forego the idea of winning the hearts of the people. It is 
clear that such a strategy allows the war to continue indefinitely in stale¬ 
mate, for insurrection has no chance of prevailing from a military point of 
view. It can only win politically as the war is transformed into a political 
struggle in the mothei' country; the war will continue as long as there 
exists the will to fight. However, a war of attrition cannot last indefinitely 
in the pluralistic mother country. Aside from the weariness and the bur¬ 
densome costs which arise from a war whose end is not in sight, those who 
oppose the war can have a decisive political argument when they claim 
that the war has entered the absurd phase: it has become its own end, and 
the military objective has replaced the political goal. It is unthinkable, in 
a pluralist regime, that those in power will indefinitely continue their 
course into the absurd: sooner or later common sense will prevail. 

Conclusion 

The principal lesson of this analysis—aside from the fact that the organic 
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relationship between politics and war is never so clear as in revolutionary 
war—can be summarized with one simple formula: all the insurrection 
needs is not to lose militarily in order eventually to win politically. Be¬ 
cause of the strategic defensive advantages of the insurgents, the establish¬ 
ed authorities cannot win a counter-revolutionary war; they can only lose 
the war or pervert their political ideals. It would have been wiser never to 
have become involved in a struggle which was futile and unjustified.^^ 
But if in spite of everything, revolutionary war breaks out, and its sup¬ 
pression is attempted, what can be done? The problem of disengagement 
reveals, at least as much as the military operations, the diabolical nature 
of revolutionary wars. How can defeat be transformed into victory? The 
answer to this question depends on the art of politics, not on the science 
of the analyst. 


^®The situation just outlined is the situation reached in the Algerian War. At no 
time was the French army on the verge of defeat. But, on the other hand, it could 
not win. At that stage, the resolution of the conflict required a political decision, and 
this was effected in the Accords d’Evian, 
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The American Political System and 

the Next Vietnam 


A curious belief has begun to gain currency in American political folk¬ 
lore: that there will be “no more Vietnams.” The curious factor is the 
verb. It asserts that another Vietnam-style war will not occur; it does not 
imply that the United States will refrain from intervening if a “limited 
war” should happen to break out. The distinction is critical. It is based 
upon the notion that three vital “lessons” were learned during fifteen 
years or more of costly warfare in Vietnam: 

(a) That the U.S. must remain free in the 1970’s to intervene in insur¬ 
gency conflicts in the developing world; since the strategy of 
global withdrawal has been rejected, the “Nixon doctrine” advo¬ 
cated in Guam in 1969 must be invoked to help our friends and 
allies police and stabilize the developing nations of our choice. 

(b) That a greater J'eliance must be placed upon the internal constraints 
of the U.S. policy process; this will arrest any repetition of the per¬ 
verse escalation engineered by the Executive and approved by the 
Congress and the electorate during the Vietnam war. 

(c) That a radical revision of the procedures of deliberating U.S. for¬ 
eign policy is therefore unwise and unnecessary; the game plans 
for U.S. police operations overseas have been firmly corrected 
and there is no need to tinker with either the philosophical values 


Walter Goldstein is a professor of political science at the State University of New 
York at Albany. Formerly a consultant to the Department of Defense, he was a visiting 
professor at the School of International Affairs at Columbia University between 1966 
and 1970. He is now in Europe directing a research project for the Twentieth Cen¬ 
tury Fund. 
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or the interventionist strategies adopted by our national security 

managers. 

The object of this essay is to question the validity of these “lessons” and 
to argue that a contrary belief is more supportable: that the refusal to 
change the basic structures and procedures of the American political sys¬ 
tem njoill lead almost inevitably to another Vietnam-style war. The pessim¬ 
ism of this restatement provokes no cause for political celebration. It will 
simply be argued that the logic of our political system is locked into the 
truth that Santayana stated—those who cannot learn from past mistakes 
are condemned to repeat them.^ 

The fascinating point about the disaster in Vietnam is that no one can 
explain why it occurred. That the war has failed to gain the objectives 
staked out by its supporters is now taken for granted. That the U. S. 
should never have involved itself in such a hopeless quagmire is also wide¬ 
ly agreed. Despite the vast disillusion with the war, however, there has 
been no convincing explanation of why we went in so deeply, stayed so 
long, and failed to pull out before it escalated beyond control. Three spe¬ 
cific explanations have been advanced, but each is too self-serving to the 
arguments of its proponents to be treated seriously. The career liberals in¬ 
sist that the Vietnam war reflects the unchecked power and the policy dom¬ 
inance of the Pentagon. The iconoclast liberals view it as the product of 
an incompetent but wilful President and of a warped bureaucratifc pro¬ 
cess. The radicals of the left (or the right) argue that the military-indus¬ 
trial complex exercised too much (or too little) power over the customary 
controls of the political system.^ None of these explanations successfully 
account for the enormity of a war which at a conservative estimate cost 
$100 billion, 49,000 U.S. combat fatalities, the uprooting of three million 


^For an earlier analysis of the impact of the Vietnam war, written prior to the 
Cambodian invasion and the vituperative election campaign of 1970, see Walter Gold¬ 
stein, “The Lessons of the Vietnam War,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Vol. 26, 
No. 2 (February, 1970), and “Skepticism on Capitol HiU,” Virginia Quarterly Re¬ 
view, Vol. 46, No. 3 (Summer, 1970). 

^For representative arguments of each of these three positions, see Arthur Schle- 
singer, Jr., A Thousand Days (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1965); John Kenneth Gal¬ 
braith, How to Control the Military (New York: Signet, 1969); and Seymour Mel- 
man, Pentagon Capitalism (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970). The first accuses the 
professional military of systematically surrounding a liberal President with bad ad¬ 
vice; the second assaults the top echelon of the Executive as if it operated indepen¬ 
dently of mass political support; and the last denounces the military-industrial lobby 
as a conspiracy of apparently unlimited power and influence. See dso Melvin Laird, 
A House Divided: Americans Strategy Gap (Chicago: H. Regnery Co., 1962). The 
company journals of the weapons industry, by contrast, depict the brilliant (though 
abstract) victories which could be attained through America’s military supremacy 
if only the faint-hearted liberals in high places were vigorously disregarded. 
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or more Vietnamese people, and the profound alienation of a generation 
of American youth. 

The possibility must, therefore, be considered that something is funda¬ 
mentally wrong in the American political system if a wrong war can be 
waged for so many years in so desperate a manner. It simply will not do to 
blame the generals or the military-industrial complex alone; like the bu¬ 
reaucrats in the highest offices of the State, they depend upon widespread 
political and Congressional support if their hard-line advocacy is to be ef¬ 
fective. Nor can one argue that malfunction in the mechanisms of govern¬ 
ment^—or in the egregious megalomania of the Chief Executive—can ac¬ 
count for the disaster in Vietnam. If it is to be properly understood, the 
war must be regarded as more than a temporary aberration of govern¬ 
ment policy or a tragic miscalculation on the part of honorable men. It 
was systematically conceived, justified, and executed by a civilian and mili¬ 
tary elite which summoned its best efforts to plan the bombing of North 
Vietnam and the forced pacification of the South. The leading advocates 
of the war respected the patriotic and anti-communist beliefs of the 
American electorate; given their sober and God-fearing demeanor, no one 
has charged them with committing “war crimes’’ in devastating so many 
young lives and hopeful ideals. Nor was the war in Vietnam unpopular 
while the illusions of a sweeping victory still survived. The war had been 
planned by the liberal advisers to liberal Presidents, welcomed by the con¬ 
servatives in Congress, fought by the loyalist military, and supported by a 
counter-revolutionary nation in the name of liberal internationalism.^ 
It will be argued that the power coalition still prevails today and could 
mobilize itself again for action tomorrow. 

Most of the critiques of the Vietnam war written by academics or by 
former bureaucrats concur that two salient beliefs led us toward the war. 
First, an unsilent majority among the American people held that the 
forces of Communism were to be feared at all times, that they were to be 
contained throughout the world at nearly any cost, that they were likely 
to infiltrate revolutionary movements or wars of national liberation for 
their own evil ends, and that the United States would have to act as a coun- 

® Robert Shaplen has written both sympathetically about the purposes of the war 
and critically about its execution. His latest book, Time Out of Hand (New York: 
Harper and Row, 1970), examines the global responsibilities and the tactical responses 
of a liberal super-power. He accepts neither the Praetorian Guard theory or why 
the Vietnam war persisted nor the corresponding belief that our foreign policy is en¬ 
gineered by conspiracy. His cri de coeur is that of the classic liberal who holds him¬ 
self responsible for guiding the behavior of other nations but who shrinks from the 
pain that is caused when these nations are forced to be “free.” 
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ter-revolutionary power, if necessary, in order to stabilize the process of in¬ 
ternational change. Acheson, Dulles, Kennedy and Johnson accepted the 
fact that a heavy cost in psychic and material outlays must be borne if the 
U.S. were to succeed in conserving a fragile status quo. As they saw it, they 
shouldered an obligation of grave and historical import: like Metternich 
they had to alert their less prescient colleagues to the threats and intrigues 
of the subversive regimes which surrounded them. A second sentiment pre¬ 
vailing in the Cold War years was also decisive in shaping the Vietnam 
commitment. In this belief it was held that America’s purposes in world 
affairs were neither colonialist nor reactionary, but liberal; that its strate¬ 
gic planners (except in the lamentable lapse of “McCarthywasm”) were 
oracles of liberal internationalism; and that they wotild put their wealthy 
banking and industrial interests firmly aside when they devoted themselves 
—as impartial servants of the State—to the definition and direction of the 
nation’s statecraft. These two sentiments taken together can begin to ex¬ 
plain the cultural significance of war in mid-century America and the 
particular phenomena of the Vietnam war.^ The prestige leadership in 
both political parties utilized both of these beliefs for their own purposes. 
They relied upon the fear of Communism and the mystique of a strong, 
executive form of government to sustain the high costs entailed in liberal 
America’s policing of the “Free World.” Without facing effective opposi¬ 
tion at home, they built the great war machine of the Cold War State to 
combat the evils of a supposed communist peril overseas. 

To this day it is not popularly recognized that the specter of a central¬ 
ized communist threat was falsely conjured up in Vietnam. In dealing 
with the Vietnamese insurgency against the oppressive Saigon ]unta^ 
which had been installed and financed by the U.S. embassy, it ap¬ 
pears that the national security managers in Washington had fallen vic¬ 
tim to their own vivid beliefs. In their haste to defend our clients, the 
Saigon generals, against a popular and anti-colonial uprising, they cre¬ 
ated between 1954 and 1964 a situation ripe for revolutionary activity. Un¬ 
fortunately, only their judgments were available to help define the politi¬ 
cally feasible outcomes to be sought in the civil war in Vietnam. This ab- 

theological expression of these two sentiments or pious doctrines is voiced in 
entertaining excess in the books published by many of the general officers who once 
sat with the Joint Chiefs of Staff (e.g., Taylor, Power, White, Radford, Burke, and 
LeMay). The deity’s own expression appears in Dean Acheson, Present at the Crea¬ 
tion (New York: Norton, 1969). The contrary opinion, that “great nations [tend] to 
equate power with virtue and major responsibilities with a universal mission,” is ar¬ 
gued by Senator Fulbright in The Arrogance of Power (New York: Random House, 
1966), p. 9. 
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surd limitation of power produced the Catch 22 style of executive war 
management that came to distinguish the Vietnam campaign. The man¬ 
agers had written their solemn books on the communist menace; they had 
built (after the Korean War) a splendid military machine ready for in¬ 
stant use; and it was their skilled intelligence which perceived (as Vice- 
President Johnson reminded his chief) that if Ngo Dinh Diem were “the 
Winston Churchill of Southeast Asia,” his regime alone could suppress the 
threat of revolution. Since the managers listened to no one outside their 
inner sanctum, the self-fulfilling assumptions in their strategic designs 
were able to survive for several years with all their error intact. As a re¬ 
sult, six years after the U.S. had begun to pulverize the countryside 
of North and South Vietnam with an unjprecedented megatonnage of 
bombs and napalm, the management still refused to discuss their un¬ 
shaken strategic belief: that in a war of national liberation, revolutionary 
forces can be bombed into a state of collapse and docile submission. This 
pious but untenable belief will probably prolong our war of attrition in 
Indochina long into the 1970’s. 

I. U.S. Foreign Policy Options in the 19Ws 

It now appears reasonable to presume that several acute tests of our Cold 
War axioms will be made during the 1970’s. Beyond Vietnam and Cambo¬ 
dia it is likely that the U.S. will intervene in at least one national libera¬ 
tion war or counter-insurgency campaign to shore up our global alliance 
system. The intervention, when it comes, will surely appear in those parts 
of the world in which we have either invested significant military aid or 
deployed major strategic bases. The belief that there will be “no more 
Vietnams” will surely be tested in Thailand and possibly in the Philip¬ 
pines or Greece.® The junta in each of these nations depends upon U.S. 
aid to defend its weak power base against mounting forms of indigenous 
protest. Each nation provides air bases that are vital to the U.S. strategy of 
containing Chinese or Soviet expansion; and each is ruled by a junta as 
rigid and oppressive as the regime of Ngo Dinh Diem. If nationalist forces 
should intensify their civil war against these regimes, it is highly prob- 

" Insurgency conditions appear most ripe in these three client states. Though none 
of them enjoy the close proximity to outside sources of supply which the NLF found 
in North Vietnam, a sufficient quantity of arms could be captured by or sold to the 
insurgents to wage war against unpopular loyalist forces. Revolutionary warfare 
could also develop in other insecure and elite-ruled societies such as Laos, Cambodia, 
South Korea, Malaysia, and in various regimes in southern Africa or Latin America 
or the Middle East. 
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able that U.S. military aid deliveries will be vastly increased.® It will then 
be seen whether our national security management can refuse to mount 
the escalating process that leads from a low level of involvement (with 
Special Forces, military advisers, and AID security teams) toward full-scale 
warfare. 

The “Nixon doctrine” pledges the U.S. to assist its military allies in se¬ 
curing law and order from afar. But the fact remains that each of these 
allies relies upon defense forces that are as visibly incompetent in 
suppressing revolutionary fervor as the ARVN. We now cherish the il¬ 
lusion that our “Vietnamization” campaign has succeeded in transforming 
a mercenary levee into a national defense army. But it has yet to be proven 
that pacification. Winning Hearts and Minds (WHAM), or counter¬ 
insurgency campaigns can succeed even when a strong U.S. combat force 
enters action.Self-defense forces in Vietnam, Cambodia, Thailand, the 
Philippines, and Greece are heavily armed with American tanks, helicop¬ 
ters, and small arms support; they are trained by U.S. advisers, financed by 
U.S. subsidies, and dependent upon an American “presence.” If indige¬ 
nous or insurgent units should initiate a rising against the wealthy. West¬ 
ern-oriented elites in each capital city, the U.S. advisers will be 
sorely tempted to invoke the SEATO or NATO treaties which pledge the 
U.S. to support a threatened ally.® Each nation occupies a key position 


® Thailand has received more than $2 billion worth of aid and 47,000 U.S. troops 
are stationed there. They will be drawn into open (rather than covert) action if the 
non-communist regimes in South Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos or Thailand should fall 
once the main U.S. garrison in Southeast Asia is withdrawn. It is for this reason that 
Mr. Nixon has refused to pledge that all combat and air support forces will be with¬ 
drawn even after a peace settlement has been signed. 

■^A provocative essay on the stimulus to and techniques of U.S. involvement in 
the developing world appears in Richard J. Barnet, Intervention and Revolution 
(Cleveland: World Publishing Co., 1968). He argues that the U.S. “has seized upon 
the moral ambiguity of revolution to justify a global campaign to contain it, channel 
it into acceptable paths, or to crush it.” (p. 8) An interesting modification was sup¬ 
plied by C. L. Sulzberger in The New York Times, November 15, 1970. If the United 
States cannot deal with insurgency situations by calling upon the techniques of “lim¬ 
ited war,” he urged that we consider the use in future conflicts of “truly tactical 
atomic weapons.” After ten years of experimenting with chemical and biological 
warfare, and after defoliating millions of acres of arable land or jungle in Vietnam, 
this proposition is surely logical. If it were ever implemented, our “body count” 
teams could declare any civilians vaporized by our nuclear fall-out were ipso facto 
enemy units driven underground by our successful bombardment. 

®Of the $25 billion in military and other aid supplied by the U.S. (to countries 
outside Europe, India, and Laos) between 1946 and 1967, $22.6 billion went to such 
military allies as Iran, Korea, Pakistan, Taiwan, Turkey, Thailand, and Vietnam. (See 
the testimony of AID in the Special Report given to the House Foreign Affairs Com¬ 
mittee in 1967.) The aid given to Laos, at about $200 million each year, was the 
highest per capita received by any nation in the world. The total aid figures ad¬ 
mitted in public are often misleading as many “surplus” weapons transfers were 
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in the regional alliance structure which supposedly contains communist 
expansion. Judging from past experience and present rhetoric any in¬ 
surgency movement will likely be viewed as composed of subversive agents 
or “outside infiltrators” working in the interests of Peking, Hanoi, or 
Moscow. 

The scenarios for American military suppression in Phnom Penh or for 
“Philippinization” in Manila have surely been programmed in the Penta¬ 
gon by the veterans of Hamburger Hill, Khe Sanh, and My Lai. The prin¬ 
cipal task of the military, after all, is to prepare contingency plans and 
worst-case estimates for all future crises. It is now known that plans for our 
massive bombardment of North Vietnam were laid out long before the 
dubious naval incidents in the Tonkin Gulf provided the opportunity to 
initiate an undeclared war.^ It has also been admitted that ten years of 
clandestine operations in Laos paved the way for Mr. Nixon’s decision to 
rush U.S. troops to the defense of the Lon Noi regime in Cambodia.^^ It 
can be safely concluded, therefore, that the Joint Chiefs would be found 
derelict in their duties if they failed to prepare contingency plans to rescue 
each of the vulnerable allies which we have subsidized for over twenty 
years. 

II. The Politics of the Cold War State 

Several political factors must be weighed in considering these gloomy pro¬ 
jections of future war. First and most important, the deployment knowl¬ 
edge and the computerized intelligence data of the CIA, the National Se¬ 
curity Agency, and the Joint Chiefs provide the civilian security manage- 

made in secret specifically to avoid Congressional scrutiny. This point ^vas illus¬ 
trated by Senator Fulbright in the 1970 hearings of the Joint Economic Committee 
when the Comptroller General and other financial officers were unable to confirm 
whether U.S. military aid overseas was now running at the annual total of $5, 7, or 8 
billion. 

®A fascinating analysis of the combat which did not take place in the Tonkin 
Gulf and of the contingency plans to rush ahead with the bombing of North Viet¬ 
nam can be found in Joseph C. Goulden, Truth is the First Casualty: The Gulf of 
Tonkin Affair-Illusion and Reality (New York: Rand McNally, 1969). Tom Wick¬ 
er, in JFK and LBJ: The Influence of Personality Upon Politics (New York: Mor- 
mw 1968) adds one unconfirmed detail (pp. 224-225): The timing of the Tonkin 
Gulf Resolution was perfect for LBJ’s 1964 election campaign. , a few weeks later, 
a White House official in a position to know confided to me that the President had 
been carrying around the text of the resolution ‘in his pocket’ long before the Tonkin 
epi^sode gave him the right opportunity to lay it before Congress.^ 

'^An informed estimate holds that anywhere from 17,000 to 27,000 air strikes each 
month have been made against Laos since 1968, turning large areas of the country¬ 
side into devastated “free-fire zones.” Congressional approval for a war in Laos has, 
of course, never been solicited. See The Indochina Story issued by the Committee 
of Concerned Asian Scholars (New York; Bantam, 1970), pp. 45-48. 
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merit with sufficient leverage to dislodge many of the traditional con¬ 
straints implied in the Constitution. It is no longer necessary for a mili¬ 
tary coup d^etat to seize the offices of the State, in the style of Seven Days 
in May, if another undeclared war is to be initiated. The able civilian elite 
who serve as the President’s court of advisers can operate sufficiently well 
in an emergency to rush troops into action and to serve the Congress with 
an irreversible fait accompli. Several troop formations are always ready to 
move, executive agreements with allies were secretly concluded long ago, 
and a public formula to justify pre-emptive action can be speedily pre¬ 
pared. The national security managers have had twenty years of training 
to define the “national interest” and the “feasible” parameters of strategic 
planning in their own hard-line terms. Their authority in the past has 
been immune from political criticism and their institutional influence has 
been embellished with bipartisan prestige and mass media adulation. 
The Joint Chiefs can be counted upon to provide almost automatic sup¬ 
port for their rapid military decisions while the “opposition” critics can 
be safely disregarded. The critics do not know their way through the White 
House corridors of power or the Capitol cloakrooms where senior Sena¬ 
tors exchange “Eyes Only” information morsels. Nor do the critics recog¬ 
nize when they have stumbled upon the extravagant claims that have been 
advanced to conceal intelligence failures or to placate interservice rival¬ 
ries.^^ The managers are unusually adept at operating in large organiza¬ 
tions (like the giant automobile corporations or the Wall Street banks) 
and they know how to keep privileged information from unfriendly critics 
and from the untutored public. Indeed their personal fascination with the 
arcane powers of the State is so compelling that they naturally feel con¬ 
tempt for the “Nervous Nellies” who question both their policy judgment 
and their political authority. 

As a second political factor, the master planners in the Pentagon and 


General Westmoreland and Ambassador Bunker gave the most glowing reports 
to the Congress about the exhaustion of NLF forces and the success of the pacifica¬ 
tion programs just prior to the 1968 Tet Offensive. Mr. Rostow, on the White House 
staff, and Ambassador Komer in Saigon cited the computerized print-out of the 
Hamlet Evaluation System to argue that 67 per cent of the South Vietnamese popu¬ 
lation lived in secure areas. Each of their claims was exploded by the offensive. Crit¬ 
ics and Congressmen shut off from the President did not know that the size of the 
adversaries’ forces (and their casualties) had been monstrously exaggerated and that 
many of the “secure areas” were thoroughly penetrated by the NLF. The “daisy 
chain” of misinformation is described in Townsend Hoopes, The Limits of Interven¬ 
tion (New York: McKay, 1969), but even his account fails to reflect the magnitude 
of an intelligence failure which could systematically collate false reports in 40 of the 
44 provinces of South Vietnam—and then program an annual war effort costing |30 
billion on the strength of the warped judgment of the Embassy in Saigon. 
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in the White House basement have shown themselves to be remarkably 
skilful in avoiding the democratic requirements of public disclosure and 
critical debate. They know what executive agreements have been made, 
what weaponry has been transferred, and what forces have been deployed 
among the more insecure nations of our global alliance system. Though 
the Congress is supposed to authorize these arrangements and the mass 
media to publicize them, the national security elite has been free to nego¬ 
tiate secret arrangements with Spain, Thailand, or Greece to supply their 
officer corps with U.S. weapons or to pledge support to their counter-in¬ 
surgency activities. In several remarkable cases the Senate Foreign Rela¬ 
tions Committee declared it knew nothing about these commitments, 
while the State Department could not even produce the appropriate docu¬ 
ments for the Committee’s review. Senator Symington (a former Secre¬ 
tary of the Air Force) tried hard to surface the executive agreements that 
had been negotiated with our client prince in Laos, but the Senator has 
yet to divulge any information that his subcommittee succeeded in elicit¬ 
ing from the managers’ closed files. 

It is unwarranted, therefore, to ascribe the root causes of our Vietnam 
fiasco to the professional military and to their powerful allies in Congress 
and in the defense industries’ lobby. The civilian leaders of the war es¬ 
tablishment have been more energetic and influential in determining the 
military content of our foreign policy than the generals or their industrial 
friends. Several studies have shown that this new civilian establishment 
has been recruited from a small group of high status professionals, most 
of whom have spent the last twenty years at the apex of our institutional 
hierarchies.^^ This mandarin group of a few hundred men includes the 

A list of the military actions initiated without Congressional authorization can 
oe found in Global Defense: U.S. Military Commitments Abroad (Washington: Con¬ 
gressional Quarterly, Inc., 1969), Both the Senate and the House committees on for¬ 
eign affairs published surveys (in 1970) of the formal treaties and the informal agree¬ 
ments that had led to U.S. deployments overseas; but the surveys contain no hard 
definitions of the circumstances in which local U.S. forces could be used in Spain or 
Thailand to combat internal uprisings against our military allies. It was for these rea¬ 
sons that the Senate adopted a “national commitments” resolution in 1969, and the 
Fulbright, Cooper, Church, Hart and Hatfield amendments to military authorization 
bills in the subsequent year. In most cases, however, these resolutions cannot prevent 
the Commander-in-Chief from deploying or activating U.S. forces in troubled areas; 
they simply ask that the Senate be consulted and advised ahead of time. At the pres¬ 
ent time, the intent of these legislative gestures has been totally disregarded—except 
in those fe\v cases in which a token compliance required no sacrifice of the Execu¬ 
tive’s authority. 

^ Greater sophistication has been brought to the study of policy elites since C. 
Wright Mills wrote his pioneering work. The Power Elite (New York: Oxford, 
1956). For example, Gabriel Kolko, in The Roots of American Foreign Policy (Bos¬ 
ton: Beacon, 1969) uses careful data to show that the social origins of the leading 
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prominent Washington attorneys, the Ivy League professors, the Wall 
Street bankers, and the foundation directors who have occupied practical¬ 
ly every one of the key political positions in the CIA, State, Defense, and 
the National Security Council since 1948. As the guiding force of the pol¬ 
icy establishment (no matter which party holds the White House), the 
managers have devoted themselves to the Higher Cause of arming Ameri¬ 
ca—both for its own good and for their own advancement.^^ Ironically, 
while General MacArthur warned President Kennedy against committing 
U.S. troops to fight in the jungle wars of Asia and General Eisenhower 
struggled to curb the inflationary expansion of the defense budget, the 
academic systems analysts and the Harvard Law School graduates of the 
New Frontier were bursting with enthusiasm to redefine our nuclear deter¬ 
rence posture, to establish paramilitary combat units, to swell the over¬ 
seas role of the armed services, and to prove (as in Vietnam) that military 
technology can triumph in any situation of revolutionary warfare. It is 
vital to note that the decision to wind down the Vietnam war was taken 
only after these liberal enthusiasts had grown tired of their fascination 
with military force. 


policy makers are less important than the values they hold in common. They might 
not look or act like an elite, in the classic sense, but they act predictably toward en¬ 
hancing the material gain and the political status of the powerful. It is difficult to 
prove the fact of elite manipulation in a mass society; but it is more difficult to prove 
that “those with power” h'ave been ready either to resign on principle or to penalize 
their own self-interests. See also William C. Domhoff, Who Rules America (Engle¬ 
wood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1967) and David Horowitz, editor, Corporations and 
the Cold War (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1969). 

^■‘Kolko, op. cit.y pp. 12-29, and Richard Barnet, The Economy of Death (New 
York: Atheneum, 1969) provide detailed sociological studies of the few hundred 
men who have moved back and forth between the top echelon directorships of the 
public and private institutions of power since the Cold War began. While avoiding 
a vulgar Marxism in their analyses, they show conclusively that both the fortune 
and the prestige of this establishment has been built upon a high level of military prep¬ 
aration. It is instructive to list the number of occasions on which senior officers— 
who now head large corporations or banks—were asked to consult with the White 
House as new diplomatic crises broke. Generals Taylor, Clay, and Norstad, along 
with a host of former Secretaries of Defense or State, have often attended the em¬ 
ergency planning sessions of subsequent administrations. Indeed, the shuttling of 
prominent bankers between Wall Street and 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue is reported 
to have stilled many of the Soviets’ worst fears during the 1962 Cuban crisis! 

^®On March 25 and 26, 1968, the Senior Advisory Group on Vietnam met in the 
White House to discuss whether the war should be further intensified—as the Joint 
Chiefs had urged—or whether the “winding down” should commence. The notables 
present were influential not only because of their former management of public 
power but because they spoke with the authority of the Wall Street boardrooms or 
the Washington law partnerships which every single one represented. The Senior 
Group, according to Hoopes {op. cit., pp. 214-215), included three famous generals, 
Achespn, Ball, Bundy, Dillon, Vance, Dean, Murphy, Lodge, and McCloy. All were 
prominent captains of industry or international bankers who had retained their 
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Arthur Schiesinger, Jr. has noted that our postwar “warrior caste” has 
been moved by the Stimsonian belief “that an orderly world requires a 
single durable structure of world security..the credo insists that “if 
aggression were permitted to go unpunished in one place, this by infec¬ 
tion would lead to a general destruction of the system of world order.”^® 
This vital dogma is the source of the “liberal evangelism” that has acceler¬ 
ated the momentum of the military machine and encouraged the defini¬ 
tion of diplomatic goals in the language of security threats. It has helped 
promote the excessive militarization of our statecraft and our paranoid 
view of political change among developing nations. Moreover, the sophis¬ 
ticated use of the language of threat has impressed the “attentive publics” 
who follow the “cues” of the powerful and the prestigious.Universities, 
church and civic groups, and Councils on World Affairs invited the more 
eminent of the managers—whose distinction in business and in government 
had been equally celebrated in the popular press—to assure their audi¬ 
ences that military technology coupled with moral vigor (and a higher de¬ 
fense budget) would prolong the American century of world peace. 

The limitations of this commanding group were revealed in a striking 
manner in Vietnam. For all the strenuous intelligence services which ttey 
commanded and the miraculous “captured documents” which they cited 
(but rarely revealed), the national security managers were unable to de¬ 
fine who were the enemy and what were the political objectives of the war. 
This failure of political imagination proved to be of decisive significance. 
The managers refused to believe until 1968 that the NLF was an indige- 


high level contacts in government. When they complained (as did McGeorge Bundy 
of the Ford Foundation) about the soaring economic costs of the war, they were 
seriously regarded because of their impressive commercial status, on one side, and 
because of their military habit of ignoring moral or theoretical questions, on the 
other. No “dove” clergymen or academic critics achieved a comparable policy in¬ 
fluence, no matter how clear-sighted their policy views might have been. 

Richard M. Pfeffer, editor, No More Vktnams? (New York: Harper and Row, 
1968), pp. 7-10. It is striking that among the numerous contributors to this volume, 
those least critical of the war were the first to argue that no lessons should be drawn 
from Vietnam (pp. 2-4) -and that there will be “No More Vietnams” (p. 39). 

The tendency of “attentive publics” to follow the policy “cues” of prestige 
power-holders and opinion-leaders is explored in Gabriel A. Almond, The Ameri¬ 
can People and Foreign Policy (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1950). A pungent 
satire on the policy ehte and its deferential audiences appears in John Kenneth Gal¬ 
braith’s novel. The Triumph (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1968). His wry description 
of the industrialists who attend the “off the record” sessions at the Council on Foreign 
Relations’ sanctum on Park Avenue is painfully accurate. Throughout the Viet¬ 
nam war the periphery of the policy establishment found valuable support in the 
conservative journals and academic institutes which specialized, along with the ex¬ 
ecutive managers of industry, in promulgating hard-line definitions of diplomatic 
“realism.” 
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nous and popular entity. Nor could they define which political forces 
could succeed in winning national esteem in Saigon. For four years they 
refused to admit that the saturation bombing of South Vietnam would 
smash into pieces the “nation building exercise” in which we were sup¬ 
posedly engaged. The obduracy of the managers in this regard was 
matched only by their political myopia. While Professor Rostow in the 
White House basement called up B-52 assaults on the DMZ, it came as a 
surprise to McGeorge Bundy that the aerial bombardment of Hanoi 
would do more damage to the structure of American society than to North 
Vietnam.^® Dean Rusk’s attitude toward peace proposals reflected his ex¬ 
perience in another wealthy foundation: no proposal could be considered 
if its supporters attacked the status of the awarding committee. Secretary 
McNamara’s application of systems analysis to the pacification of a peasant 
people will probably become known as the Edsel symbol of absurd politi¬ 
cal engineering. It may be surpassed in time, though, by the expectation 
of Professor Kissinger that the entire adversary command network 
(COSVN) would dally in Cambodia while we visibly completed our prep¬ 
arations for Operation Total Victory (sic). The thought was apparently 
lost to him, as it was to his predecessors, that it is easy to sweep into a coun¬ 
try like Cambodia but virtually impossible to find a sufficient alibi 
to sweep out again. 

The accidental accumulation of poor intelligence, the faulty leadership 
in the Congress and in the White House, and the disregarding of political 
criticism cannot explain how so many errors could be compounded by 
four successive Administrations. Obviously, little credibility should be left 
in the argument that the political system worked well—despite the errors 
which it sustained—and that radical revisions are therefore unnecessary. 
Unfortunately, all too much faith in the virtues of the present system still 
survives. It is highly logical to suppose that this blindness of faith will 

careful analysis of the war has been written by a former top bureaucrat, 
Chester Cooper, The Lost Crusade: America in Vietnam (New York: Dodd, Mead, 
1970). He found that (p. 432) “Senior military officers, Walt Rostow, Secretary 
Rusk, and General Taylor... have a bombing hang-up.” Of course, bombing a peas¬ 
ant regime to the bargaining tables was seen as neither immoral nor ineffective. “I had 
a heated argument with Walt Rostow one afternoon about a scheduled raid on targets 
close to the Hanoi airport,” he adds. “I lost. The bombs fell.” Mr. Cooper’s refusal 
to protest on principle was shared by every liberal critic in the Johnson Administration. 

Typical of the faith invested by “value free” political scientists in the virtues of 
the system is the conclusion of Laurence I. Radway in Foreign Policy and National 
Defense (Atlanta: Scott, Foresman, 1969); “In the last analysis... the United Stares 
stands to gain from the exceptional learning capacity of its political system. The be¬ 
lief that it will, in the end, follow the path of restrained liberalism stems from a sense 
that American democracy... possesses to an exceptional degree the ability to detect 
and correct its own errors. This is the positive virtue of a civil society in which power 
is widely shared ...” (p. 182). 

io6 



The Avterican Political System and the Next Vietnam 

lead Qs into disaster when an opportunity to enter the next Vietnam pre¬ 
sents itself. If we continue to believe that the consensus attributes of the 
system will constrain our national security managers and that the rhetoric 
of checks and balances will preserve a constitutional form of foreign pol¬ 
icy, the rush into the next revolutionary confrontation will be virtually in¬ 
evitable. Piety alone has never stopped a determined group whose resort 
to power, however impious in character, has been justified with strong 
theological authority. It can be argued, of course, that the mood of the 
electorate might change its theological beliefs about anti-communist in¬ 
terventions and that another Eugene McCarthy could emerge in the 1972 
primaries to dislodge the present war President. But it should be recalled 
that the popular uprising of 1968 only produced pro-war candidates in 
both parties and that this experience could be repeated again in a time of 
national stress. Furthermore, the electoral defeat of the outspoken 
“peace” candidates in 1970 suggests that the political party system still 
balks at criticisms of the fundamental defects of our system and its policy 
values. 

III. What Ever Happened to the Countervailing Powers? 

Three modes of argument have been used to explain why the political 
system produced such poor policy choices during the Vietnam years. The 
first and most pragmatic relies upon a critique of our political institutions. 
This mode has produced marginal criticisms of recent Presidential leader¬ 
ship, of the superior efficiency of the Pentagon compared to that of the 
State Department, and of the inability of the Congress to exercise its 
watchdog scrutiny over public policy.^o But it has failed to explain why 
no serious effort was made to correct the thorough and continuous misuse 
of power. In short, there is faith rather than conviction in the arguments 
of the critics of institutional power. They assert that the next Vietnam will 
not occur because instrumental adjustments and self-correcting mecha¬ 
nisms can be fashioned from the experience gained in the Vietnam war.^^ 
But the record of recent experience weighs heavily against their belief. 

The second mode of argument is exclusively ideological in character. 

sampling of these criticisms can be found in: Tom Wicker, op. cit.; Adam 
Yarmolinsky, “Bureaucratic Structures and Political Outcomes,” Journal of Intema- 
noml Affairs, Vol. 23, No. 2, 1969; and Stanley Hoffmann, Gulliver^s Troubles (New 
York: McGraw-Hill, 1968), part III. 

Cooper concludes {op. cit., p. 462): “...the lesson has been driven home: the 
United States is not likely to go to war again without a clear mandate from Con¬ 
gress, and the role of the Congress in major questions of war or peace cannot be 
budged, hedged or dissembled.” It would appear that Mr. Cooper believes that a dec¬ 
laration of war has recently been voted or that our intensive combat involvements in 
Cambodia and Laos are fictions invented by the mass media. No effort by the Con- 
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On the right, there are conspiracy insinuations that Mr. McNamara sup¬ 
pressed the Joint Chiefs’ plans to annihilate Hanoi or that President John¬ 
son was intimidated by the anarchic (and communist-financed) protest 
movements on the campus and thus lost the nerve to atomize our Asian 
adversaries. On the left the critics argue that imperialist expansion and 
aggressive war-making are necessary to the survival of a corrupt capitalism 
dependent upon defense profits. In the middle of the spectrum, unfor¬ 
tunately, the ideology of the silent majority and middle America is no less 
intransigent—and no less despairing. The arguments here congeal around 
the consensus doctrines of raison d'etat: the President must be supported 
in times of war, moral doubts about our devastation of Vietnam must be 
suppressed in the national interest, and political debate must not only 
cease at the water’s edge, but a bipartisan commitment to our struggles 
overseas must be maintained at all costs. It appears that the very vehe¬ 
mence of these “moderate” arguments will prompt us to repeat our inter¬ 
vention against communist or nationalist insurgencies in the next few 
years. 

The third mode of argument is the one that is least pursued. It is of 
greatest concern to the present analysis. There used to be an axiom of 
democratic politics that countervailing powers must be brought to bear 
in the execution of a nation’s statecraft. This was to be accomplished by 
institutionalizing the checks and balances of constitutional government 
and by encouraging minority opinion in searching political debate. The 
terror of the Vietnam years has shown that neither institutional checks nor 
the political expression of dissent could thwart the momentum toward dis¬ 
aster. The Congress failed to inhibit the waging of an undeclared war;-the 
Executive failed to curb the headlong process of escalation; the political 
parties failed to mobilize opinion against a profitless bloodletting; and the 
mass media (together with other informal agencies such as the universi¬ 
ties and the churches) failed to reflect the profound distress and frustra- 


gress to inquire into U.S. combat fatalities or aircraft losses in these wars has elicited 
the admission of Executive accountability which the Constitution requires. 

^^It is tempting to cite the rhetoric of Mr. Nixon and Mr. Agnew on America’s 
democratic duty to protect the freedom of our military allies in Asia, but it is more 
to the point to quote from Roger Hilsman, To Move a Nation (New York: Double- 
day, 1967). As a former Assistant Secretary in the State Department, he nimbly re¬ 
flected the “liberal” dynamics of the policy system: “McNamara, [General] Taylor, 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff were not so convinced” that the war “was fundamentally 
political. They were less worried about the consequences... of the repression” im- 
posQd by Diem, and Nhu; “they were more sympathetic to the argument that Viet¬ 
nam really needed a certain amount of authoritarianism if it was to beat the Viet 
Cong.” After ail, they, themselves, “had made so many public statements that we were 
winning” (p;496). 
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tion which settled on the American people. The grave significance 
of these failures can best be appreciated by summarizing briefly why each 
of the countervailing powers was unable to arrest the mad momentum of 
a hopeless war. 

1. Executive complicity. Though every Administration seeks to unify 
the diverse policy interests and the bureaucratic thrusts of the separate de¬ 
partments, it is expected that adversary debate and intramural conflict will 
preserve a “relative openness” (as Hilsman put it) in the policy councils 
of government. Specifically, top echelon officers in the State Department 
are expected to draw upon their classified information and upon CIA 
jbriefings to prevent the Defense Department from foreclosing the Presi¬ 
dent’s ^options. Refugees from the Johnson Administration have revealed 
that intramural conflict ceased soon after the Dallas assassination. As a re¬ 
sult, CINCPAC felt free to issue the incredible victory predictions uttered 
by General Westmoreland; and the President’s own adviser, Professor 
W. W. Rostow, went unchecked on television with dubious reports about 
the successes won in the pacification of the Vietnamese people.^^ Orily 
ter the Tet Offensive had wiped away the cosmetic of “public relations war¬ 
fare” was the truth revealed that the CIA had disagreed with all of the 
factual estimates—of enemy body counts and liberated hamlets—^which the 
Joint Chiefs had confidently publicized. 

Most doubters in high places had evidently been silenced by the time 
that the clandestine war in Laos and Thailand had moved into higher 
gear. The fiasco of the Bay of Pigs-invasion had been repeated a dozen 

^The best illustration of truth-burying in the Executive appears in Hilsman (op. 
cit., p. 510). A deal was struck in 1963 that “McNamara and the Joint Chiefs would 
agree to a policy of ‘pressure and persuasion’ on the Diem regime, which they now 
thought was unnecessary [to Hilsman’s horror] .. .but they would agree only if the 
White House and the State Department would in turn agree to a public announce¬ 
ment that the Pentagon was right about how [well] the ‘shooting war’ had been go¬ 
ing.” A remarkably similar trade-off between the news releases of the political and 
military lieutenants in Hitler’s GHQ was negotiated after the collapse at Stalingrad 
in 1943. 

high American pacification official held that “Another place where clear-ahd- 
hold has been proceeding remarkably well is in Quang Ngai. I think that Quang Ngai 
is going to turn out to be one of the success stories of 1967.” The next year Quang 
Ngai province was the scene of the My Lai incident. Quoted in Jonathan Schell, 
The Military Half (New York: Vintage, 1968), p. 212, Another optimistic predic¬ 
tion of victory: “Tactical airpower, U.S. Air Force style, had its first chance to prove 
itself in a guerrilla war... in South Vietnam. The results were extremely impressive. 
So impressive, in fact, that not even the most ardent airpower advocate could fully 
appreciate the degree of success unless he had been in the right spots in Vietnam 
and had actually witnessed the results.” Cited in Colonel James A. Donovan, USMC 
(ret.), Militarism, USA (New York: Chas. Scribner’s Son, 1970), p. 104, from Air 
Force Magazine (March 1966). Schell’s book describes in horrifying detail these im¬ 
pressive results of airpower. 
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times as the Pentagon East announced its Pyrrhic victories at Khe Sanh, 
Hue, la Drang, and My Tho. As the former Commandant of the Marine 
Corps revealed, while the military services competed for larger deploy¬ 
ments and larger victory claims, no one with authority stopped to ask what 
had actually been won and at what cost.^^ When the military machine 
finally ground into reverse (in March 1968), it was seen that their esti¬ 
mates were thoroughly spurious and that a cabal of Senior Advisers would 
have to intercede with the President if the Joint Chiefs’ commitment to 
disaster were ever to be halted. 

2. The Congress. The Legislature is supposed not only to encourage 
adversary debate and information disclosure within the Executive, but al¬ 
so to exercise an independent scrutiny of the Administration’s strategic 
designs. It is difficult to defend its performance on either score. The most 
powerful committees of the Congress—particularly. Appropriations and 
Armed Services—refused to question the data and the war plans of the mil¬ 
itary. Indeed, they more often shielded the Joint Chiefs from the prying 
doubts of those few “doves” on the Hill (such as Morse, Gruening, Mc¬ 
Govern, Fulbright and the House liberals) who exposed the frequent in¬ 
consistencies in the Pentagon’s testimony.^® Six years too late the Senate 
came to repudiate the Tonkin Gulf resolution, which the Johnson Ad¬ 
ministration regarded, incredibly, as “the functional equivalent” of a dec¬ 
laration of war against North Vietnam. The damaging course of escala- 

^ General Shoup USMC (ret.) issued a fiery denunciation of inter-service rivalry 
and collusion as a means of misleading public opinion in “Our New American Mili¬ 
tarism,” Monthly (April, 1969). His theme is explored in greater depth in 

Colonel Donovan, op. cit. Both authors illustrate how the military bury unfavor¬ 
able reports in order to enhance the prestige and the status of the budget requests 
advanced by each of the armed services. 

^ Considerable surprise was expressed when the Senate’s conservative Appropria¬ 
tions Committee at long last turned skeptical of the ABM procurement requests, the 
glowing Vietnam reports, and the urgent entreaties for larger budgets which the ser¬ 
vices brought before it year after year. In 1970 it not only cut the $71 billion defense 
appropriation bill by 3 per cent but it also attached a rider to the bill prohibiting the 
use of the funds to “introduce U.S. ground troops into Laos, Thailand and Cambodia.” 
(The New York Times, December 4, 1970). This reiterated the text of the Cooper- 
Church amendment to the Senate’s foreign military sales bill which the House, char¬ 
acteristically, refused to accept. The Administration encouraged the conservatives 
who dominated the Senate-House conference on the appropriation bill to demand 
a “loophole giving the President wide discretionary authority” (The New York Times, 
December 30, 1970). In the end the conservatives conceded some sacrifices in rhe¬ 
toric to the Senate “doves,” but they retained the President’s right to finance any ac¬ 
tions of the South Vietnamese and “other free world forces” needed to support the 
Government of Cambodia or Laos. In concrete terms, this legislative confrontation 
revealed how little the Congress had learned about the possible abuses of the war 
powers by the largest military establishment yet known. 

A compelling account of why the Senate allowed itself to be led into voting 
such an open-ended Resolution appears in Tom Wicker, op. cit., pp. 221-226. It had 
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tion and poor policy planning went unchecked from 1954 to 1967; it was 
not until the first major disaster occurred, in the Tet Offensive of 1968, 
that the Congress dared to intervene. Defense budgets approaching $80 
billion had been approved in the later years only after the most cursory of 
debates. No dissenter from within the Administration was pressured to re¬ 
veal the cost overruns that distorted each of the major budget procure¬ 
ments or to divulge his informed doubts about the strategic rationale of 
the war. In 1966, Mr. McNamara calmly admitted to an underestimate of 
$10 billion in his accounting on Vietnam while the cost of the 300 to 400 
planes lost over North Vietnam has never been finally settled. As a result 
of its own lax and acquiescent performance, the Congress failed to engage 
in that demystification of public policy which the Legislature alone can 
perform in a highly bureaucratized society. 

The Congress defaulted in its watchdog and inhibitory duties for two 
basic reasons—neither of which have been removed. First, the anti¬ 
democratic rules of Congress, which are built largely upon rural over¬ 
representation and the seniority system, encouraged the more aged and 
conservative of the Congressional leaders to shield the military from crit¬ 
ical exposure or public debate. Representing secure and usually Southern 
districts (many of which housed large military installations), the leaders 
were too often concerned about the renewal of local defense contracts to 
worry about “unpatriotic” and minority criticisms of the military’s wis- 
dom.^^ Committee chairmen like Stennis, Russell, Rivers, Mills, 
and Speaker McCoimack surely saw enough classified documents 
to question the accuracy of CINCPACs reports or the Joint Chiefs pro¬ 
curement requests. As far as the Congressional Record shows, however, 
they frequently utilized their formidable powers to shut off debate or to 
quash demands for investigative hearings and rarely permitted an open 
vote on motions critical of the Administration’s policy. In the House, in¬ 
deed, it was easier to mobilize enthusiasm for rhetorical or patrioteer 
resolutions than to question inflationary authorizations or to review the 

not occurred to Senator Fulbright, the floor manager of the Resolution, that the 
Administration would use its ambiguous language in order to legitimate an open- 
ended commitment to the war. 

^®As Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird has run into stiff questioning only from the 
Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate. He briefed it and the Armed Services 
Committee on a recent U.S. assault on a POW camp in North Vietnam. But he could 
not understand why the former, alone, was outraged by his failure to disclose that 
bombing strikes had been resumed close to Hanoi at the same time. He answered 
those questions which were asked, he noted, but it was not his responsibility to tell 
the Committee which questions to ask {The Nem) York Times, December 1, 1970). 
The Congressional leadership failed to comment on this astonishing interpretation of 
Executive responsibility. 
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vicious use (as in Project Phoenix) of U.S.-subsidized pacification pro- 
grams.^^ The senile leaders in the House controlled the behavior of un¬ 
reliable and doubting juniors, who came largely from industrial and two- 
party districts; this left few opportunities for the majority to challenge the 
entrenched leadership of a small but dominant cabal. That the cabal has 
survived, with a few slight changes in membership, through three Admin¬ 
istrations is reason enough to redefine the term “contempt of Congress.” 

A second cause of Congressional failure can be seen in its refusal to ful¬ 
fill the roles of educating public opinion and exercising its “magisterial” 
arbitration over public policy. Testimony was developed by Fulbright, 
Symington, Proxmire, and others to demonstrate that the Administration’s 
explanations of the Tonkin Gulf incident, the clandestine war in Laos, 
and the financial costing of the war in Vietnam were shot through with 
distortions and inconsistencies. All too easily, unfortunately, their testi¬ 
mony could be ridiculed by the President, deluged with counter-publicity 
by the Pentagon’s 400 full-time lobbyists on Capitol Hill, or condemned to 
obscurity by the mass media.^^ In the end, the refusal of the President to 
consult with the Congress (or with the State Department, it appeared) in 
planning the invasion of Cambodia was historically well justified. The 
Congress had resigned itself long before to a passive role in adjudicating 
matters of war and peace. It had exerted itself to intervene actively on 
budget allocations and contract procurements, but it ignored the larger 
strategic issues of nuclear deterrence or revolutionary war. Both chambers 
had helped keep alive the Cold War enthusiasms urged upon them by the na¬ 
tional security managers, and few of its members found it exorbitant to 
spend 70 per cent of the public revenues on the sustenance of a vast mili¬ 
tary machine. Once the Congress abandoned its constitutional role of rais¬ 
ing an army or declaring war, it seemed all too willing to share with the 
security management its last great power, over the purse. It helps in no 
way, therefore, to lament the Executive’s usurping of the war powers 
when the Congress has demonstrated time and again that it is unable and 
unwilling to share in their control, 

^®The blemished record of the Congress is reviewed in great detail in Barnet, 
op. cit. The ruthlessness of committee chairmen in curtailing debate on the military 
budget or on atrocity accusations in South Vietnam is to be compared only to their 
clamor to resume the bombing of North Vietnam. 

Successive Presidents and their advisers were able to exploit the bipartisan lead¬ 
ers on the Hill by drawing them into their counsel. “If he is skillful and ruthless 
enough, a President can use [this device] as a means to reduce Congress’ capacity to 
act meaningfully on foreign policy issues.” Dorothy B. James, The Contemporary 
Fresidency (New York: Pegasus, 1969), p. 144. This was demonstrated vividly in 
the bipartisan amity of Johnson and Dirksen or between Nixon and Speaker 
McCormack during six years of religious war-making. 
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3. Mass communications. The centralized control of news exercised by 
the television networks and the national wire services has complimented 
the shift toward the centralization of public power. At least until 1968 
the mass media gave highly favorable treatment to the Administration’s 
arguments and film footage of the war. This often made the critics and 
dissenters appear freakish, hysterical, and defeatist. The silent majority 
was entertained on the dinner-hour news program with a rich variety of 
Presidential speechlets, with helicopter assaults on insurgent strongholds, 
and emotional footage of military hospitals and funerals. A few “talk” 
programs—lacking in vivid video images or action photography—occa¬ 
sionally explored the real issues of the war: the untenability of the Saigon 
junta^ the ruin of Vietnam’s social fabric, and the complex arguments 
about a possible peace settlement. But no way was found to put the argu¬ 
ments against Mr. Rusk’s dismissal of peace overtures on the front pages 
of the tabloid press or to review the accuracy in the last two years of Mr. 

Komer’s reports on the pacification program during prime time viewing 
hours. Indeed, a fury greeted the first reports in the quality press of the 
civilian destruction wreaked by our bombardment of Hanoi: their cor¬ 
respondents were accused of sending eyewitness reports that caused anx¬ 
iety to our pilots. Mr. Agnew found his own style and mission in savagely 
attacking the elite directors of the mass media and the metropolitan press 
for questioning the sincerity and altruism of President Nixon’s peace pro¬ 
posals. Though his assault upon the effete and impudent snobs of tlie 
campus won him a nationwide television audience, his attacks began to 
falter. The media had begun to discover its audience’s curiosity about 
military mismanagement and executive deviousness. After the outcry 
against the Cambodia invasion, it dared for a few weeks to comment on 
the questionable political purposes and side effects of the war.^^ When 
the 1970 mid-term election opened, however, the relapse of the mass 
media into traditional preoccupations with the candidates’ wives, tailor¬ 
ing, and television styles quickly replaced the criticism once aired about 
the conduct of the war. 

The powerful role of the mass media must not be underestimated. The 
directors of the media argue that they are obligated to meet the profit 
expectations of their corporate shareholders. They are not required to 
conduct an academic seminar or an independent examination of the na¬ 
tional security bureaucracy and the quixotic procedures of the Congress. 

®^An earlier attempt to assess the televised reporting of the war and of political 
dissent appears in the present author’s “Network Television and Political Change: 

Two Issues in Democratic Theory,” Western Political Quarterly, Vol. XX, No. 4 
(December, 1967). 
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When the President pre-empts prime time and banner headlines to an¬ 
nounce that an emergency in Cambodia requires a prompt, aggressive 
response, they have usually stalled for some while before questioning the 
wisdom of his judgment. It is only after the military emergency has sub¬ 
sided and the policy issue has lost its drama (as in the invasion of Santo 
Domingo), that the mass parts of the media will dare to be critical. In any 
case, public opinion tends to be slow in turning against the authority of 
official pronouncements. Hence, a “cultural lag” has tended to grow, 
separating the media consumers from the personalities on the page or the 
screen. The caution of the mass media executives has greatly weakened 
the countervailing checks against official manipulation and error which 
only the centralized media services (whether they like it or not) can ex¬ 
ercise. So long as Dr. Stanton of CBS or Julian Goo'dman of NBC refuses 
to indicate doubt about the official reports and film footage which they 
broadcast, they can only be viewed (along with their advertisers) as prop¬ 
aganda agencies incapable of political neutrality. Unaccustomed to objec¬ 
tive standards in their “public service” performance, they will become an 
even greater liability to society once it determines to restrict the field of 
public cant. 

4. Political pluralism and the political parties. The necessary base of 
the Executive’s war powers must be built upon an engineered consensus. 
Short fuse actions like the Bay of Pigs or the Santo Domingo invasions 
can always be launched before political forces at home are aroused, but 
lengthier and more costly initiatives require the nurturing of domestic 
support. It is on this score that the national security management has de¬ 
veloped unprecedented skills. Its refinements in the arts of consensus en¬ 
gineering are based upon good psychology and the success borne of long 
practice. Only a small minority will be well enough informed to recog¬ 
nize that a President’s seizure of a military initiative is not a unique histori¬ 
cal event or that his political timing fits into a larger and more suspect 
pattern of behaviorToo often majority opinion remains innocent of 
such Machiavellian calculations, believing cheerfully in the accurate in- 

®^The fascinating similarity between the call to arms in the Tonkin Gulf Resolu¬ 
tion of 1964 and the unconstitutional manner in which President Polk declared war 
on Mexico in 1846 is explored in Samuel E. Morison, Frederick Merk, and Frank 
Freidel, Dissent in Three American Wars (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1970). The violent dissent generated by the wars of 1812, 1846, and 1899 sug¬ 
gests that minority opinion has always been suspicious of an Executive which ad¬ 
vertised its own “responsibility” while precipitating violent and irreversible action. 
Yet it is rare that the minority can prevent the slide toward war, especially if a fleet¬ 
ing and tyrannical majority (as Hamilton put it) should be clamoring patriotically 
for violence and blood. 
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telligence and the shrewd perception of the national security managers. 
Since many Congressmen find it unprofitable in their local election races 
to raise complex questions about national strategy—even though they 
suspect that another fiasco is brewing—they judge it the better part of 
discretion to ignore the matter or to resign themselves to the secrecy of 
the Executive in all complicated issues of war and peace. The blatant re¬ 
fusal of most Congressmen to discuss the costs and dangers of the Viet¬ 
nam war provides gruesome evidence of how fear and conformity can 
dissolve any sense of restraint in a “representative” form of govern¬ 
ment.^^ 

The record of the national parties and of local Congressional candidates 
on these issues can properly provide cause for alarm. In the long Vietnam 
years they cultivated a consensus built largely upon ignorance, fear, mis¬ 
placed patriotism, and a “puzzling mixture of bellicosity and friendliness 
in our responses to the alien world.”^'^ But the lack of information and in¬ 
tellectual structure in a mass political culture results in acute experiences 
of cultural fatigue. Public opinion allows its moods to be recued or its 
prejudices to be reinforced—unless it has grown too weary or suspicious. 
Thus, rather than tangle with ancient shibboleths about honoring Cold 
War commitments, “out” party candidates find it easier to resort to the 
political style of personality contests or muted policy exchanges in their 
election campaigning. This evasiveness reduced the Presidential election 
of 1968 to a plebiscitary choice between two like-minded candidates, both 
of whom shared the “liberal” belief that a strong President and a concen¬ 
tration of power in government are vital to the discharging of ominous 
defense obligations. 

Admittedly, changes have occurred in recent years in the thrust of po¬ 
litical campaigning. Domestic issues have acquired a greater impact, 
youth has been drawn into a limited form of participation, and money 


®^The author observed several of the debates in the 1970 election campaign that 
were staged by two incumbent Congressmen who, due to the quixotic form of re¬ 
districting practised in the state of New York, were obliged to run against each 
other. The Democrat was a religious and hard-swinging “hawk,” the Republican a 
timid and inarticulate “dove.” Both avoided discussing the war as far as they could. 
While the Democrat praised Mr. Nixon’s military wisdom, his opponent chose to 
speak on the pollution of the environment. Both waxed eloquent in judging students 
and angry dissenters as “irresponsible” members of an otherwise pacific society. 

O. Key, Public Opinion and American Democracy (New York: Knopf, 1961), 
p. 213. Key had raised the problem (p. 554) of how there can be a responsible leader¬ 
ship of opinion on foreign policy issues when informed debate is limited “by the 
necessities of external unity and by diplomatic secrecy.” In asking “the infiuentials” 
to resolve the problem he failed to anticipate the credibility gap of the 1960’s and the 
bipartisan drive to replace divisive debate with a patriotic consensus. 
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has begun to matter a great deal more—particularly for the purchase of 
television time. Though candidates have become more photogenic, they 
have not become more daring or knowledgeable in their handling of the 
substantive issues of foreign or military policy. The “dove” candidates 
often have to rely upon their folksy local appeal (like Fulbright in Arkan¬ 
sas or Gore in Tennessee) once they leave Washington; and their party 
usually refuses to nominate them for high office once they appear to be 
too deeply identified with skeptical or unpopular positions. Adlai Steven¬ 
son, John Kennedy, and Hubert Humphrey were mainstream liberals. 
They never associated themselves with the critical opposition in their 
electoral campaigning. Their friends and close advisers had served in the 
management of previous Administrations; invariably, they cautioned 
against diminishing the executive authority of the President or retreating 
from a hard-line position on NATO, the supposed missile “gap,” or on 
the conduct of the Vietnam war. Since the Republicans shared these 
policy positions too (after Eisenhower had entered his lame duck period), 
and since third party candidates were barely audible—with the exception 
of the Wallace-LeMay team—this left the control of the nation’s war 
powers as a nonissue in the mind of the electorate.^® 

IV. American Politics in the 1910's 

Several pessimistic conclusions must be drawn from this analysis. First, it 
is likely that the United States will be provoked to remount the escala- 
tion-into-war process once again in the 1970’s; an intervention in a rev¬ 
olutionary conflict somewhere in our alliance system can be safely pre¬ 
dicted. Second, few of the countervailing powers which we believe to 
be extant will be effective enough to deflect the national security .man¬ 
agement from the pursuit of military strategems or diplomatic manipula¬ 
tions among our weaker friends and allies. Opportunities and inducements 
to intervene in Third World insurgencies will surely present themselves 
with great frequency. Our containment and alliance commitments will 
surely help justify our combat involvements in the name of preserving 
a stable world order and the credibility of our alliance pledges. It appears 

wealth of attitudinal and polling data has been collected by skilled sociologists 
in Milton J. Rozenberg, Sidney Verba, and Philip E. Converse, Vietnam and the 
Silent Majority (New York: Harper and Row, 1970). They examine the Eugene 
McCarthy and the Kent State protest movements and explore (p. 45) “the depth 
of antipathy of most Americans to any political dissent that goes beyond the confines 
of conventional debate.” In short, they find that radical protest and criticism provoke 
a harsh cultural response. If the strategy of the dissenters is to change policy rather 
than to shock the established and the comfortable, they must learn to be more devi¬ 
ous in their appeals. 
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equally probable that the consensus dynamics of our political sys¬ 
tem will facilitate rather than impede a further call to arms. The Congress 
and the President have done nothing to reduce the authority of the na¬ 
tional security management; nor do they even appear to be worried about 
the management’s poor record of performance. Neither party has resolved 
to reverse an allocation of priorities which allots $178,000 for the killing 
of each (claimed) Viet Cong while paying a federal subsidy of $55 a year 
for the education of each American child. The Executive departments, 
the political parties, and the mass media have learned little from our har¬ 
rowing experiences in Vietnam. Twelve thousand GI’s have been killed 
since Mr. Nixon first hinted that he had a plan to end the war, but little 
evidence is visible to suggest that the managers will make the political 
concessions necessary to negotiate a peace settlement. The suspicion sur¬ 
vives that they either want the Vietnam war to continue or that they still 
lack the political imagination needed to end it. 

The fact that the political system has been unable to deal with the Ex¬ 
ecutive’s control of the war powers does not mean that the problem can 
be ignored. An overwhelming majority in the Senate endorsed a National 
Commitments Resolution in 1969. The Senate draft presents the char¬ 
acter of the problem which the President and Congress recognize but 
refuse to resolve. 

Already possessing vast powers over our country’s foreign relations, 
the executive by acquiring the authority to commit the country to 
war, now exercises something approaching absolute power over the 
life or death of every living American—to say nothing of millions of 
other people all over the world.... The concentration in the hands 
of the President of virtually unlimited authority over matters of war 
and peace has all but removed the limits to executive power in the 
most important single area of public life.^*^ 

The intent of this resolution was to remind the national security man¬ 
agement that a democratic system requires that the Legislature must 
“warn, consult and advise” (as Walter Bagehot put it) even on matters of 
foreign and military policy. It is significant that the Senate played no 
greater role in the conduct of the war in Vietnam, Cambodia or Laos after 
1969 than it did prior to the adoption of its pious rhetoric. For its part, 
the Administration urged, in seeking the defeat of the Cooper-Church 
and Hatfield Amendments to the 1970 military authorization bills, that 
their rhetoric be repudi ated: 

Cited in Dorothy James, op. cit., p. 138. 
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It is bad policy to seek by legislative action to restrict the power of 
the Commander in Chief on matters which clearly come under his 
constitutional authority. The administration does not plan to send mili¬ 
tary advisers or combat personnel to Cambodia. However, any such 
operational limitations ought to be self-imposed by the executive. Con¬ 
gress should not attempt to force them on the President through stat¬ 
ute. ... Furthermore, adoption of such an amendment would no doubt 
have a seriously adverse psychological effect on the Government of 
Cambodia.^^ 

It is regrettable that seventeen years after the narrow defeat of the 
Bricker Amendrnent the Senate should have to return to the issue of hob¬ 
bling the Executive’s power. Senator Bricker sought to inhibit the Presi¬ 
dent’s authority for the wrong reason; he and his allies wanted to foreclose 
the diplomatic choices of the Executive. President Eisenhower argued that 
the Congress is not the proper body to deal with matters of secrecy and 
dispatch in foreign policy. It is not equipped with the means of acquiring 
sensitive information or of deciding upon the subtle and urgent problems 
of international negotiation. As Mr. Eisenhower discovered, the House in 
particular, suffers from a serious “cultural lag” in its views of a fast chang¬ 
ing world; it has consistently perceived communist or revolutionary 
forces in Southeast Asia or the Middle East through the Satanic visions 
which John Foster Dulles bequeathed to it. Moreover, the seniority prin¬ 
ciple imbued in the committee system tends to insure that the most aged, 
inflexible, and secretive members will remain as the most powerful of 
committee chairmen. The dilemma at the core of our political system, 
therefore, remains unresolved. If the Legislature cannot take over the 
bureaucratic functions of the Executive and if it will not assert its con¬ 
trol over the skilful managers of the national security mechanism, then 
what alternative resolution can be suggested.^ 

The dilemma is more grave than any other facing the nation as it enters 
the 1970’s. The threat posed by urban blight, racial tension, and the pol¬ 
lution of the nation’s resources pale in comparison, perhaps because no 
ready solutions are at hand. The countervailing powers cannot be re¬ 
stored unless the procedures of government are fundamentally changed. 
The Congress, the political parties, the mass media, and the “attentive 

“^^The text of the official memorandum submitted by the State Department to 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee appears in The New York Times, December 
4, 1970. It is worth noting that the memorandum went only to the House, to bolster 
its opposition to the Senate’s amendments, and that accidental disclosures have re¬ 
vealed that U.S. “military advisers and combat personnel” have indeed been active 
in Cambodia, Laos, and Thailand—despite the Administration’s bland denials. 
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publics” have shown little concern with the excessive concentration of 
the war powers. They have been even less concerned about modifying 
the Cold War shibboleths which drive us toward confronting each and 
every national insurgency which emerges within the sacred zones of our 
defense alliances. The first serious rumor of revolutionary activity in 
Manila or Athens or in the mountains of Thailand will reawaken all of 
our messianic promptings. So long as the national security managers can 
authoritatively define the “national interest” when the discussion of the 
threat and a military response first emerges, they will meet no effective 
opposition from the embassy staffs overseas, from the power structure on 
Capitol Hill, or from the nonmilitary departments of the Executive. After 
all, who will listen seriously to the argument that the rebels in Luzon or 
Bangkok are more popular and worthy of our support than the political 
generals whom we have financed for so many years? Of course, the man¬ 
agers have been shrewd enough to recognize one consequence of the 
Vietnam war. The public’s fatigue and the inflationary impact of greater 
defense spending require that some modification must be made in their 
future plans. But the important point about their adjustment maneuvers 
is that they need surrender no part of their political authority or of their 
privileged status if these marginal modifications are programmed with pro¬ 
fessional care. The continuing dominance of the managers—once the 
retrenchment gestures have been made (as in the 3 per cent cut of defense 
expenditures)—bodes ill for the nation’s statecraft in the 1970’s. 

The ability of this establishment to either design or slide into another 
Vietnam is almost unlimited. Its eminent staff has learned little from the 
sophisticated but disastrous mistakes of the past, and it requires nothing 
but blind faith to believe that they will refrain from repeating past mis¬ 
takes in the future."^^ As a noted political scientist wrote, in gauging the 
“pressure exerted” by the agencies of national security upon the represen¬ 
tative institutions of government: 

Since World War II these bureaucracies have been in a strategic posi¬ 
tion to inflate national security needs in order to advance either their 
expansionist goals as organizations or the career ambitions of their 

Chester Cooper, op. cit., pp. 460-461 concludes his bureaucratic and “value free” 
analysis with the astonishing prediction that Congress and the American people will 
be enthusiastic for no further Vietnam ventures. Nor will they “permit any Presi¬ 
dent once more to lurch or slide into war by executive decree. The Tonkin Resolu¬ 
tion will not soon be forgotten; there will be no more blank checks_” One won¬ 

ders if his liberal faith is shared by the civilian and military managers who are now 
rising to fill the top places in the national security hierarchy. 
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members. “Created by wars that required it, the machine now created 

the wars it required. 

A leap of faith, rather than a reliance upon rational change, will be 
needed if one is to assume that the innate goodness of the electorate or the 
benign operation of the political system will guard us against future abuses 
of the war powers. But faith, like credibility, depends upon a clear rec¬ 
ognition of the prudent behavior of the powerful. Their record to date 
is sufficiently discouraging to chill any such faith.^^ 

In conclusion, it seems that we must now choose between consolidat¬ 
ing the war powers of the Executive and its massive bureaucracy or 
strengthening the democratic controls over the machinery of the State. 
We cannot perpetuate the present confusion—in which institutional 
energies and resources are made ready for war while electoral debate 
and political aspirations are deceived by the expectation of peace. The 
critical lesson that we should have learned from the Vietnam war is that 
the constraints of the political system are too feeble to contain the au¬ 
thority of the national security management within the confines of dem¬ 
ocratic politics. We cannot rely upon technological refinements or ad¬ 
ministrative sophistication to provide a functioning compromise. The 
problems involved are too complex to be handled with facile optimism 
and a pragmatic tinkering with the mechanisms of popular government. 
Our basic choice lies between reordering the power structure and the 
political forces which nurture it; or submitting to the raison d'^etat and to 
the engineering of consensus which will move us toward the next war. 
The choice before us must be viewed in the light of our contemporary 
political culture. Simply affirming that there will be “no more Vietnams” 
will be as ineffectual as declaring a war on poverty while reserving most 
of the available public revenues for the self-serving weapons scares of 
the military and its industrial lobbies. If we are ever to reduce our anxiety 
and our well-fed paranoia—that as the leading superpower we must fight 
for every hour in the sun—it is vital that we discard the two principle 


Francis F. Rourke, in Robert E. Osgood et al., America and the World (Balti¬ 
more; The Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), p. 185. The concluding quotation is taken 
from Joseph Schumpeter’s classic work on the military bureaucracy of ancient 
Egypt. 

^‘’The largest plurality of the century was obtained by a President who cam¬ 
paigned in 1964 on the pledge that “We are not going north and drop bombs... .We 
don’t want our American boys to do the fighting for Asian boys. We don’t want to 
get.. .tied down in a land war in Asia.” (cited in Tom Wicker, op. cit., p. 231). The 
credibility “gap” emerging from these pledges and the later inquiry into the Tonkin 
Gulf Resolution impaired popular confidence in the prudence and candor of 
government. 


120 







The American Political System and the Next Vietnam 

axioms of our political value system: (a) that it is our messianic duty to 
maintain a sufficiently high level of armaments to intervene whenever 
and wherever our alliance commitments should require it; and (b) that 
the “flexible response” and “instant preparedness” doctrines of the Cold 
War State require a tight, secretive, and self-perpetuating control of the 
war powers in the offices of the national security managers. These axioms 
are based upon widely shared beliefs and upon a strong set of institutional 
arrangements within t:he political power structure. Until the axioms are 
finally challenged, and then reversed, there is every reason to suggest 
that the opening of the next Vietnam war will be a “natural” consequence 
of our present beliefs and practices. 

Another way of stating our ultimate choice has been formulated by 
Lewis Mumford in The Myth of the Machine: The Pentagon of Power. 
We are in the grip of a Faustian confrontation between the superb tech¬ 
nology of military weaponry and of institutional organizing, on the one 
side, and of “divided powers, tenacious traditions, embarrassing historic 
contradictions, confusions, compromises and obscurities” on the other.'^^ 
The disaster in Vietnam has begun to undermine the popular belief that 
our technological ascendancy and our moral virtues—as Mr. Nixon inter¬ 
prets them—can serve to legitimate the reordering of an emerging world. 
But it has not taught us how to reorder the values of our own power struc¬ 
tures or how to harness the energetic authority of the “permanent war” 
establishment. Until we learn to curb the efficient operations of this pres¬ 
tigious establishment, and the ideology of protracted conflict upon which 
it subsists, one must assume that the political system, itself, will create 
the next Vietnam. Its dynamic is that of war preparation and executive 
control and its philosophical position is that of “arm to parley ”—so long 
as both activities are held under firm control. The political culture which 
supports this form of government is not easy to change. It has survived 
the monstrous shock and despair of the liberals’ war in Vietnam while 
learning little about liberal internationalism or the liberal view of the 
Cold War State. Given this poor learning performance, it will be logical 
if the snares and delusions of the next Vietnam should spring upon us be¬ 
fore we finally explain to ourselves what happened in the last one. 

V. Epilogue 

It is tragic that the invasion of Laos should confirm the central argument 
of this essay even before the printer’s proofs were pulled. The extension 

(New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970), p. 180. 
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of the war into Laos was designed, according to Mr. Nixon’s State of the 
World message, both to protect the withdrawal of American troops in 
Indochina and to accelerate the winding down of a war that has already 
lasted twice as long as World War 11. The more durable of Mr. Nixon’s 
critics, who failed to understand this bizarre logic, tried to remind him of 
the Cooper-Church Amendment, the repeal of the Tonkin Gulf Resolu¬ 
tion, and the endorsement of the National Commitments Resolution 
which the Senate had passed in its attempts to restrict the Executive’s un¬ 
bridled usage of the war powers. The President apparently ignored the 
substantive as well as the constitutional objections raised by the critics; 
knowing the limitations of the political system, he correctly perceived 
that there was neither precedent nor persuasion enough to force him to 
change his position. The realpolitik of his position was revealed when a 
small group of Senators threatened to legislate a new prohibition upon the 
use of American combat forces or military aid—this time in the invasion 
of North Vietnam for which the Saigon junta now clamors. Administra¬ 
tion spokesmen retorted, exactly as they had done two months earlier 
that: (1) the prerogative powers of the Commander-in-Chief could not 
be curbed by legislation; (2) any such Senate initiative might increase 
American casualties on the battlefield; and (3) no plans had been made 
(as was once said of Cambodia and Laos) for U.S. forces to enter action 
in North Vietnam. The resumed bombing of North Vietnam did not 
enter into the category of war actions as this was, in Secretary Laird’s 
immortal phrase, only a “limited operation.” It is little wonder that Chair¬ 
man Fulbright, who has been publicly called a “security risk” and a wilful 
“defeatist” by top staff in the White House, should concede that the Con¬ 
gress can do nothing more to limit the momentum of war in Indochina. 

In a recent discussion Professor Galbraith took issue with one of the 
arguments of this essay by contesting the emphasis placed upon the “lib¬ 
eral evangelism” of the national security managers during the Vietnam 
years. The elite directors of the war establishment were never liberals, he 
argued, and many of them had never even voted for the Democrats prior 
to 1960! The fact remains, however, that all of them were appointed to 
office by a liberal President and that none of their actions or policy advice 
was ever repudiated by such liberal standard-bearers as Adlai Stevenson, 
the Kennedy dynasty, or Hubert Humphrey. Though the Cold War credo 
of Acheson, Bundy, Rusk or Taylor was decisively rejected in the A.D.A. 
definition of American liberalism, these elite advisers agreed fully with 
the cardinal axiom of the Harvard-Washington liberal: a strong President 
must assume full command over the war powers of a nation locked into an 
unending struggle with the world-wide forces of revolution and Com- 
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munism. Only McCarthy, at the head of his children’s crusade, mocked 
these beliefs; and he was roundly abused by the elite liberals who hoped to 
take office in a Humphrey administration. 

Perhaps one can distinguish, in the light of Professor Galbraith’s ob¬ 
jection, between two types of liberals—those who worry about the do¬ 
mestic environment and those whose beliefs go even further than the 
water’s edge when they regard the problems of change overseas. The 
trouble with the latter group is that they have been eloquent in condemn¬ 
ing the excessive influence of the Pentagon but fearful in criticizing the 
forced pacifying or napaiming of popular insurgency movements in 
Southeast Asia. Another maverick out of the liberal mainstream, Senator 
McGovern, has dared probe into the chill silence surrounding the My Lai 
war crimes trial If war crimes are defined not by attitude but by moral¬ 
ity, he has suggested, we should worry not only about the murder of local 
villagers but about the aerial assault on Vietnam’s cities, towns, and coun¬ 
tryside. We must then ask CINPAC, the Joint Chiefs, and the White 
House who authorized the selection of targets. The mainstream liberals, 
unlike McCarthy and McGovern, have not only shrunk from attacking 
the foibles of the Washington power structure, but they have remained 
totally silent about all of the moral issues of the Vietnam war. Their polit¬ 
ical timidity and their meliorist faith in the system have only served to 
strengthen the hands of the national security managers as they continue 
in their necessary obligation to program the next Vietnam. 

It is tragic, therefore, that the searing pain of Vietnam must be associ¬ 
ated so directly with the confusion and doubt of contemporary liberalism. 
The fact remains, however, that liberals—whoever they are—^tend to be 
concerned about, and eager in, the mobilizing of the countervailing pow¬ 
ers in the political system. That they have so often defaulted in mobilizing 
the checks and balances against Executive authority in recent years can be 
ascribed to their personal sense of uncertainty. Faced by a hopeless war, 
which they have long condemned, they have shown more concern for 
preserving the traditional privileges of the Washington establishment than 
for preventing the annihilation of hapless villagers in Asian free-fire 
zones. So long as this uncertainty and political conventionality survive 
they will never succeed in playing a forceful role in checking the cru¬ 
sading violence of the war directorate. In the last resort, it will be because 
of the naive liberal belief that the political system can be representative, 
sophisticated, and just—even without undergoing fundamental reform— 
that the national security management will feel free to initiate and orches¬ 
trate the next experiment in the personal excitements and the institutional 
errors of mass violence. 
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JOHN H. HOAGLAND 


Changing Patterns of Insurgency 
and American Response 


To understand why insurgencies created such a strong set of responses in 
Washington during the 1950’s and 1960’s, we need only examine a list of 
local conflicts since World War II. The best available compilation lists 
over 50 local conflicts of a military nature in the less developed world 
from 1945 until the late 1960’s.^ Sixteen were interstate wars, none of 
which, with the single exception of Korea, provoked a direct U.S. military 
response, and only a few of which led to other forms of involvement. 
Twelve were colonial wars which uniformly prompted a ‘ hands-off pol¬ 
icy, at least at the declaratory level. Most important, however, were the 
25 conflicts which can be characterized as primarily internal in nature, 
usually involving irregular or guerrilla forces pitted against an established 
government and often enjoying strong outside support. Here one finds a 
comparatively high degree of U.S. involvement in one form or another, 
based on what Bloomfield and Leiss have called “the litmus-paper test” 
of “the fear of major Soviet or Chinese advantage.”^ This fear was usually 

"Lincoln P. Bloomfield and Amelia C. Leiss, Controlling Small Wars: A Strategy 
for the 1910’’$ (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1969), Appendix C. 

® Ibid., p. 396. Varying degrees of U.S. involvement, in the form of intervention or 
military training assistance, were present in at least the following insurgencies: Philip- 


John Hoagland has been concerned with international defense and arms control 
problems, especially in. relation to the developing world. He has served both in gov¬ 
ernment and in private research organizations and is currently the head of John H. 
Hoagland, Inc., of Wellesley, Mass, His articles have been published widely in Ameri¬ 
can and European journals including Orbis, Europa Archiv, Schweizer Monatshefte, 
and Military Review, 


24 



Changing Patterns of Insurgency and American Response 

based on evidence of Soviet or Chinese support of or contact with the in¬ 
surgents. The fact that Washington has occasionally, as in the Dominican 
episode of 1965, been guilty of an instinctive response, without adequate 
analysis, should not obscure the fact that a harsh conditioning process pre¬ 
ceded the implanting of this reflex response. 

Some of the main questions that now confront Washington are the fol¬ 
lowing. Is insurgency in its classical sense still an important threat to the 
security of less developed countries? If not, what, if any, are the new or 
different threats? When and to what extent will threats to the security of 
these countries fall within the purview of U.S. policy interests? Will we be 
either willing or able to do much about such threats? Finally, will we be 
able to identify any central sources of the orchestration of violence in the 
Third World? As a starting point, it might be helpful to review some of 
the knowledge we have already acquired about insurgencies during the 
last 20 years. Our emphasis will be placed on the accessibility of weapons 
and materiel with which irregular warfare is waged, not because the 
material aspects are ever the most important, but because they give us a 
specific and comparatively simple means of probing this complicated 
topic. 

The Mechanisms of Insurgency 

In a short but useful book on guerrilla warfare, Paret and Shy have de¬ 
scribed the campaigns and writing of T. E. Lawrence, leader of the Arab 
revolt against the Turks, as marking “the advent of the guerrilla leader- 
theorist, consciously, imaginatively, and systematically employing an un¬ 
orthodox military weapon.”^ In his own writing on guerrilla warfare, 
Lawrence described many of the features that one finds later in the writ¬ 
ings of Mao Tse-tung and Che Guevara. One of his key points was that 
“irregular troops are as unable to defend a point or line as they are to 
attack it.’’** 

Lawrence’s tactics were generally based on the judgment that “perhaps 
the virtue of irregulars lay in depth, not face.”^ He likened the Arab 
guerrilla to “a thing invulnerable, intangible, without front or back, drift¬ 
ing about like a gas.”® In this description Lawrence has identified both 

pines, Lebanon, Cuba, Congo, Laos, Guatemala, Greece, Dominican Republic, Bay 
of Pigs, and of course, Vietnam. 

® Peter Paret and John Shy, Guerrillas in the 1960's (New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, 1962), p. 25. 

‘‘See Lawrence’s brilliant essay on guerrilla warfare published in Vol. 10, Four¬ 
teenth Edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica, p. 950. 

^Ibid. 

Ubid., p. 951. 


125 





Changing Patterns of Insurgency and American Response 

the strength and the inherent limitations of irregular insurgent opera¬ 
tions. They must avoid open, fixed battles, and therefore cannot, by them¬ 
selves, wage decisive frontal warfare on the government’s source of 
strength in order to break that strength and acquire power for themselves. 
Just as Lawrence’s revolt of Arab irregulars was intended mainly to sup¬ 
port Allenby’s frontal operations, the insurgent leader normally attempts 
to incite or hasten a course of events that he cannot bring about by himself.'^ 

The guerrilla leader must be continually aggressive in order to achieve 
the necessary impact on world opinion; on the other hand, he must never 
risk defeat.^ Consequently, the guerrilla force usually conducts a very eco¬ 
nomically planned campaign of surprise ambushes and hit-and-run at¬ 
tacks against the enemy’s weakest outposts, seldom achieving major mili¬ 
tary objectives. If it is operating alone, the guerrilla force must hope that 
its efforts to undermine the authority of the government in small ways will 
create an environment in which other actions can be taken. Or, more im¬ 
portantly, the guerrilla force can operate in conjunction with a main force 
of regulars, as in Vietnam and in the Arab revolt. 

A second inherent limitation is the secrecy with which guerrillas must 
operate, a requirement which limits the scale, location, and terrain of 
their operations. Normally the insurgent must base his operation in diffi¬ 
cult or remote terrain. In such areas, as Paret and Shy point out, there are 
seldom any profitable targets to attack. More important, the problem of 
obtaining arms, ammunition, food, medical supplies and other equip¬ 
ment is rendered even more difficult than it would be otherwise. As a re¬ 
sult of these and other limitations, at some point the successful insurgent 
leader faces the decision of “going public,” that is, of changing to the con¬ 
ventional tactics of open warfare, which require greater firepower, fixed 
bases (whose location will become known by the enemy), and well estab¬ 
lished external sources of supply. For all of these reasons, the guerrilla 
leader often decides against taking this step; or having taken it, deter¬ 
mines to revert to guerrilla tactics, unless, as in Ho’s rebellion or the Biaf- 
ran secession, he is able to acquire and hold territory, people, and the 
related accoutrements of a legitimate government. 

In the Algerian War, as in the Greek Civil War, the insurgents reached 
a point at which they began to stage fixed battles with regular forces, using 


^ Obviously the exceptions to this statement are important—e.g. Cuba and China; 
and these exceptions normally depend on abnormally weak or inept national or 
colonial leadership. 

Tor an excellent discussion of the limitations of guerrilla tactics, see Paret and 
Shy, op, cit., pp. 31-36. 
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heavy weapons. In both cases, heavy losses were sustained, supplies were 
difficult to acquire, and eventually the irregulars reverted to the hit-and- 
run tactics of classical insurgency and later—as their fortunes continued to 
decline—to crime and terrorism mainly in the cities.^ Terrorism should be 
recognized as the lowest point on the continuum of anti-government vio¬ 
lence. Often it produces a dramatic effect for the effort involved, but re¬ 
mains relatively incapable of achieving any substantial objective unless 
the government is especially inept, or its major foreign allies especially 
nervous. The converse of this point is that once the insurgents revert to 
guerrilla warfare or terrorism, it is often virtually impossible—as the Viet¬ 
nam experience shows—for the incumbent government to stamp out all 
evidence of their presence. Hundreds of thousands of U.S. troops in Viet¬ 
nam cannot prevent an occasional, carefully planned “spectacular.” 

There is one factor which permits the flow of arms and materiel to the 
insurgents on a much broader scale and often leads to a situation general¬ 
ly approximating interstate war. This is the provision of support and 
sanctuary for the insurgents by a neighboring state. As Sir Robert 
Thompson has pointed out: 

A long jungle frontier cannot be sealed off. It is a waste of time and 
resources to build forts, frontier roads or forces, all of which will tie 
down a large body of troops for no effective purpose. Nothing can 
prevent small parties of men crossing such a frontier at any time.^<^ 

Several insurgencies of the past and present evince the importance of 
open borders to support the insurgent. It seems likely that future insur¬ 
gencies, capable of meeting the “litmus-paper test” of “the fear of major 
Soviet or Chinese advantage,” will likely occur mainly in regions contigu¬ 
ous to those states or their proxies.^^ There are several current examples 
in Southeast Asia, not only in the associated states of Laos, Cambodia, 
and Vietnam, but also in Thailand and, perhaps less obviously, in north¬ 
ern Burma and in the Indian states of Assam and Nagaland. The capabil¬ 
ity and willingness of Communist China to provide clandestine support 
and sanctuary for insurgents across national borders will remain consider- 

®See the case study of the Greek Civil War in Lincoln Bloomfield, Amelia Leiss, 
et aL, The Control of Local Conflict: A Design Study on Arms Control and Limited 
War (Washington: USGPO, 1967); for a detailed account of the Algerian War, see 
Gene R. Harris’ study in The Control of Local Conflict: Case Studies, prepared for 
the U.S, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency by Bolt, Beranek and Newman, 
Inc., August 1969 (Vol. III). 

“Sir Robert Thompson, Defeating Communist Insurgency (New York: Frederick 
A. Praeger, 1966), p. 154. 

^ Supra, fn 2. 



Changing Patterns of Insurgency and Afnerican Response 

able in the 1970’s. In Burma, for example, the continuing struggle of the 
government to control insurgency in the Shan and Kachin states— 
insurgencies conducted by the White Flag Communists presumably with 
the materiel support of China—indicates the presence of latent security 
problems in Southeast Asia for the U.S. 

At least in their early stages, insurgencies have most often been very 
small in size, a characteristic dictated by the need for extreme security. 
Later, of course, if the insurgency is successful, the numbers may grow 
rapidly. In Bolivia, however, Guevara’s band was probably never larger 
than about 50 men and women, and available evidence indicates that he 
badly overestimated the readiness of the country to accept a revolutionary 
insurgent movement, possibly on the basis of overly optimistic reports 
from the Bolivian Communist Party.^^ Che himself has written: '‘It is not 
always necessary to wait until all the conditions for revolution exist: the 
insurrectional focus can create them.”^^ In practice, it seems likely that 
the conditions must indeed exist plentifully before an insurgency can suc¬ 
ceed, and that the skill of the insurgent leader must be matched by govern¬ 
ment weakness and/or ineptitude. 

Turning specifically to the question of weapons, small arms provide the 
basic firepower of the insurgent. Light, rugged weapons which can be 
stored in hidden caches, and which use light ammunition and require 
little maintenance, are his most needed arms. Insurgents usually 
acquire their weapons by smuggling, theft or capture, occasionally by di¬ 
rect receipt from a major power, or collection of remaining stockpiles in 
a former battle zone.^^ 

Smuggling, with the help of outside sympathizers or commercial sup¬ 
pliers, often involves the support or acquiescence of an interested foreign 
government. Examples are the EOKA insurgents on Cyprus, who received 
arms smuggled in fishing boats from Greece; and the Algerian F.L.N., 
which acquired weapons from many sources through the United Arab 
Republic and neighboring countries. Weapons were smuggled from Egypt 
across Libya and through the Sahara into remote mountainous areas of 

’^See Russell J. Bowen’s study of the Bolivian insurgency in The Control of Local 
Conflict: Case Studies, Vol, II, p. 27. With regard to the Bolivian insurgency, Bowen 
asserts that “One cannot escape the feeling that the decision of Guevara to initiate 
guerrilla activities in Bolivia when he did was prompted more by the pressure of events 
in his own life than by a truly objective consideration of the needs of the continental 
revolution.” 

^Ibid, 

^^See John H. Hoagland and Priscilla A. Clapp, “Notes on the Small Arms 
Traffic,” Publication C/70-7, Arms Control Project, Center for International Studies, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, March 1970. 
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Algeria. Given the risks of running the French blockade (which was very 
thorough), weapons and ammunition became very expensived^ In fact, 
the effectiveness of tlie French blockade, by denying the Algerian insur¬ 
gents all the weapons and ammunition they needed, points to the fact that 
while no embargo can ever be totally effective, a restriction of supplies 
can often be achieved where the insurgents do not enjoy a long, unpatrol¬ 
led border with a sympathetic neighboring country. 

Insurgent doctrine calls for the theft or capture of military small arms 
and ammunition from the national forces as the principal source of sup¬ 
ply. Examples are the raids of the Cuban insurgents on the arsenals of 
Batista’s army; seizure of government arsenals by insurgents in the Do¬ 
minican crisis; capture of weapons in the field; and raids on rail or road 
shipments of weapons and ammunition. A common error of government 
forces has been inadequate protection of their own stock of military weap¬ 
ons. During the Cuban insurgency, Castro’s forces were able, once the tide 
of the insurgency had turned in their favor, to capture thousands of 
weapons and tons of ammunition that had been supplied by the United 
States to Batista for counter-insurgency purposes. One striking instance 
was in December 1958, when Batista sent up a poorly armored train, heav¬ 
ily loaded with weapons, to relieve the besieged city of Santa Clara. As a 
result, the train itself became the prime target of the insurgents and was 
easily captured.^® As Castro himself has stated: “I always believed that 
there are far more weapons in a barracks than you can import in tons of 
oil and grease and so on.”^'^ In the later phases of his insurgency, Castro 
estimated that 85 per cent of his weapons had come from captured stocks. 
Of course, in the beginning, the insurgents almost totally depended 
upon smuggled weapons and could not capture weapons until after the 
strength of their movement had sufficiently grown.^® Similarly, in the 
Dominican crisis, the rebels were able to arm themselves almost entirely 
by means of raids on government arsenals and police stations.^® 

^®See the Algerian case study in The Control of Local Conflict: Case Studies, 
Vol. Ill, pp. 82-83. Similarly, in the Kurdish insurgency against the national forces of 
Iraq, smuggling of weapons by private traders was the main source of supply. As in 
most similar instances, the costs rose very high. For example, a single rifle round cost 
the Kurds up to $1.40. (See Glenn M. Cooper’s case study, Vol. Ill, p. 173.) 

“ See Priscilla A. Clapp’s informative study of the Cuban insurgency in The Con¬ 
trol of^ Local Conflict: Case Studies, Vol. II, p. 129. 

^^Fair Play for Cuba Committee, “Fidel Castro Speaks on Marxism-Leninism,” 
cited in The Control of Local Conflict: Case Studies, Vol. IL p. 133. 

^^hid. ^ 

'"See the Dominican case study in The Control of Local Conflict: Case Studies, 
Vol. II, p. 2(^. It is interesting to note in this regard the not infrequent incidence of 
raids on National Guard armories in the United States, such as the raid in Newbury- 
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Four other methods of obtaining arms have also been important to 
the insurgent. These are: 

1. Confiscation or voluntary contribution of arms from the civilian 
population. In the Cypriote independence movement, for example, 
the EOKA confiscated hunting rifles and other personal arms from 
the local population.^^ 

2. Direct sales or assistance from a major power. In relatively few in¬ 
stances, an insurgent group has enjoyed this kind of support. Exam¬ 
ples are the U.S.-supported insurgents in Guatemala and Cuba, the 
Egyptian and Iraqi support of A1 Fatah, and Chinese support of vari¬ 
ous African independence movements. (This does not include the 
more important cases already cited, such as Greece and Vietnam, 
where an open border permits direct support of the insurgency at 
a very high level of activity.) 

3. Cottage manufacture of bombs and explosives from captured dy¬ 
namite, etc. Such manufacture has been known to include the pro¬ 
duction of rifles. 

4. Collection of weapons left in battle zones after a major conflict, or 
weapons left behind by a departing colonial power. The Japanese, 
for example, left weapons stockpiled throughout Southeast Asia 
that are still being used by insurgents. Similarly, the French left 
great quantities of weapons when they evacuated Indochina. 

With regard to the last of these methods, the Huk insurgents in the 
Philippines were armed largely with weapons left in the area after World 
War II. U.S. stockpiles were sold as surplus after the war, but control over 
ownership was very lax. There is little doubt that tighter post-war U.S. 
control of its own and Japanese weapons in the Pacific would have had a 
suppressive effect on the Indonesian and Philippine insurgencies. Eventu¬ 
ally Magsaysay, as part of his very effective counter-insurgency program 
against the Huks, began paying a bounty for weapons. From 1950 to 1955, 
this effort brought in 89,000 small arms.^^ 

In light of the enormous quantities of small arms already in the world 
inventory and the very high rate of annual production, it seems doubtful 


port, Massachusetts in September, 1970. A participant in the raid is alleged to have 
said, after his capture, that the armory was chosen because of its remote location 
and because of the likelihood that, as a Corps of Engineers’ armory, it would contain 
explosive devices. 

^°See Bloomfield, Leiss, et al., The Control of Local Conflict: A Design Study on 
Arms Control and Limited War in the Developing Areas, especially Chapter VIII, 
prepared by the author. 

See the case study of the Philippine insurgency by Col. Thomas L. Fisher II 
in The Control of Local Conflict: Case Studies, Vol. IV, p. 54. (Col. Fisher also acted 
as director of the project as a whole.) 
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(but not impossible) that the availability of this class of weapon can be 
effectively controlled at reasonable cost, or without unrealistic require¬ 
ments or international cooperation. Insurgents often have difficulties in 
acquiring adequate stockpiles of weapons and ammunition and often have 
to pay exorbitant prices for them. Nevertheless, the fact remains that they 
have, more often than not, been able to obtain what they needed, in spite 
of occasionally intense and competent efforts to block the flow of arms. 

Since World War II, more than 40 countries have manufactured mili¬ 
tary small arms including pistols, rifles, carbines, submachine guns, and 
light machine guns. The United States, Soviet Union, and Communist 
China far outrank the other countries in their scale of production, and 
furthermore, the enormous transfers of small arms to the developing 
world—a result of military assistance programs since World War II—have 
sharply reduced the market for the smaller manufacturers. It is fair to say 
that military assistance has been responsible for most of the arming, not 
only of regular armies, but also of their enemies, the insurgents. This is 
due not only to the frequent capture of weapons from the regular armies, 
but also—given the unpredictability of political trends in the less devel¬ 
oped countries—to the fact that the control of weapons often changes 
hands in ways that neither the donor nor the original recipient would 
have considered desirable.For example, when Castro came to power in 
Cuba in 1959, he acquired control of all the weapons in government ar¬ 
senals that had been provided by the United States to the Batista regime 
throughout the 1950’s. To'these were added the various standard NATO 
rifles and submachine guns he was able to purchase from Belgium that 
year. By 1960, however, the Soviet Union had established itself as Cuba’s 
principal donor of military equipment, and then, as the Cuban army stan¬ 
dardized on Soviet weapons, the U.S. and NATO equipment was rendered 
surplus. It should not have been surprising to learn, in 1963, that an 
arms cache discovered in Venezuela, apparently for use by communist in¬ 
surgents, consisted of weapons of U.S. and Belgian manufacture. Similar¬ 
ly, weapons supplied by Britain to the Egyptian army prior to the depar¬ 
ture of the British Military Mission in 1949 later found their way into the 
Algerian and Somalian conflicts. One factor tending to reinforce this re¬ 
transfer potential is the longevity of small arms. In the Cyprus conflict of 
1963-1965, some of the Turkish Cypriotes were armed with Mauser bolt- 
action rifles which the Turkish army had purchased from Germany at the 
turn of the century. Furthermore, these rifles may well have been smug- 

^^John H. Hoagiand, “Arms in the Developing World,” Orbis, Vol. XII, No. 1, 
Spring 1968. 
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gled into Cyprus aboard a submarine provided by the United States to 
Turkey under a military assistance agreement.^^ 

The world inventory of automatic and semi-automatic weapons, which 
are especially prized by insurgents, may now stand at about 35 million, in¬ 
cluding the Soviet-designed AK-47 rifles, about an equal number of 
NATO FN “FAL” rifles, and a somewhat lower number of M-1 Garands 
and M-1, M-2, or M-3 carbines.^^ There may also still be about 50 million 
bolt-action rifles in the world inventory, including the Soviet Mosin- 
Nagant, British Lee Enfield, German Mauser, Japanese Arisaka, and per¬ 
haps about 3 million U.S. Springfields. 

Of the total world inventory of bolt-action rifles and automatic or semi¬ 
automatic weapons, a very rough but reasonable guess of their approx¬ 
imate distribution might be about one-third in the control of each of the 
two major military alliances and a third everywhere else, largely in the less 
developed countries. Until the mid-1950’s, bolt-action rifles were among 
the most prevalent military small arms in the less developed countries. 
Since the later 1950’s, shipments of arms to the less developed countries 
have probably been dominated by semi-automatic and automatic rifles 
and submachine guns. (In one extreme case, 20,000 M-16 rifles were sold 
to Singapore before the U.S. and allied requirements had been met in 
Vietnam.) 

Submachine guns, in contrast with rifles, are among the least compli¬ 
cated small arms to manufacture. The parts are more easily fabricated 
from sheet and light stock and require less precision of manufacture be¬ 
cause of the type of action employed. Consequently, a number of coun¬ 
tries that are making no other effort to produce rifles or machine guns are 
engaged independently in the manufacture of submachine guns. Among 
these are Burma, El Salvador, Iran, Peru, Thailand, and Uruguay.^® 

Generally speaking, there are very few successful designs of military 
small arms. Those that are successful are then produced under license in 
various countries. For example, a Belgian light automatic rifle designed 
for NATO use is manufactured at 13 separate arsenals in 11 countries, all 
under Belgian license. In addition, the manufacturing cost of small arms 
is still fairly modest. The average cost of the M-16 automatic rifle to the 
U.S. government is slightly over $120 per unit, compared with roughly 
$50 per rifle during World War II. Ammunition for the M-16 costs the 
U.S. government about $.08 per round.^® 

^ Ibid. 

See Hoagland and Clapp, op. cit., pp. 10-21, for all of the figures cited here. 

^Ibid., p. 16. 

^Ibid. 
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It does not lie within the scope of this article to deal with the question 
of arms supplied to the national forces of less developed countries under 
military assistance agreements.^^ It should be pointed out, however, that 
the vast majority of weapons entering the developing world have come 
through this channel, and as some of the previous paragraphs point out, 
their ultimate disposition is far from certain. Clearly, a great deal of re¬ 
thinking is now needed and will continue to be needed regarding the role 
of military assistance and training in the years to come. The Nixon Ad¬ 
ministration showed its awareness of this problem when it supplied Cam¬ 
bodian forces with captured stocks of communist weapons in the spring of 
1970 rather than introducing large numbers of new weapons into the 
region. 

Marshall McLuhan reminds us that Amanullah Khan, the Amir of 
Afghanistan, said, after firing off the first torpedo supplied to his armed 
forces: “I feel half an Englishman already.”^® Weapons have a strongly 
symbolic role, especially the prestige weapons which can be flown or driv¬ 
en in elaborate displays of force on national days of celebration. Experi¬ 
ence gained to date indicates with considerable certainty that much of the 
more sophisticated weaponry has little relevance to the control of insur¬ 
gency. Aerial bombardment, for example, has seldom been effective 
against small numbers of insurgents in difficult terrain. In many cases, it 
has served only to alienate the civilian population against the counter¬ 
insurgent force and drive them into supporting the insurgents. A case in 
point is provided by the Cuban insurgency, in which the Batista govern¬ 
ment dispatched aircraft to bombard all suspected areas of rebel activity. 
As a result, pilots dropped explosives and napalm on villages, houses, and 
crops, raising popular hostility against the regime.^^ Similarly, in Algeria, 
the French used tactical aircraft to bomb and strafe suspected guerrilla 
hiding places with the end result of punishing the population rather than 
hurting the insurgents. 

A national air force, faced with an insurgency, might consider itself ill- 
advised for political reasons to admit openly that its very expensive capa¬ 
bilities were not ideally suited to the threat at hand. Instead, it might be 


A major study of arms transfers, with special reference to military assistance and 
training is presented in Amelia C. Leiss, Geoffrey Kemp, et al, “Arms Transfers to 
Less Developed Countries,’’ MIT Center for International Studies, Publication C/70- 
1, February 1970. Also see Geoffrey Kemp’s excellent study, “Arms Traffic and Third 
World Conflicts,” International Conciliation, No. 577, March 1970. 

Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 296. 

® The Control of Local Conflict: Case Studies, Vol. II, p. 129. 

^^Ibid., Vol. Ill, p. 89. 



Changing Patterns of Insurgency and American Response 

thought preferable in most cases to dispatch sorties and expend a great 
deal of ordnance against targets that suit the weapons—all in order to be 
able to report operational activity. The Iraqi air force, in its operations 
against Kurdish insurgents, is said to have conducted “an indiscriminate 
and harsh bombing campaign against Kurdish forces. All of these efforts 
proved unsuccessful and only served to alienate increasingly larger num¬ 
bers of the population from the government. In the space of three or four 
months in 1961-62, about 500 villages were bombed and strafed, leaving 
80,000 Kurds homeless.”^ ^ 

The Changing American Vie^ of hisurgency 

In the early post-war period, Stalin’s offensive in the Eastern Mediterra¬ 
nean, which involved direct and indirect territorial claims in Turkey, 
Greece, and Iran and an intensive effort to bring down the Greek govern¬ 
ment in favor of a puppet regime, quickly followed the creation of satel¬ 
lite governments in the Eastern European countries. It was the Greek in¬ 
surgency, in particular, that led Washington to the formulation of the 
Truman Doctrine of 1947, which stated that “it must be the policy of the 
United States to support free peoples who are resisting subjugation by 
armed minorities or by outside pressures.”^^ 

One must also keep in mind some of the other elements at work in this 
period, especially the Chinese Civil War, which by 1949 resulted in the ex¬ 
pulsion of Chiang Kai-shek’s government from the Mainland. Also by 
1948, rebellion had broken out in Malaya and in the Philippines, adding 
to American concerns that the hard-won victories of World War II might 
be quickly swept away by a new kind of aggression. All of these, in addi¬ 
tion to Korea and the Berlin blockade, created deep and lasting concerns 
in the west (which are, to some extent, still with us) about Soviet and 
Chinese grand designs. Thus, the Domino Theory became much more 
than just a theory. It quickly became a fixed assumption which* helped 

The Control of Local Conflict: Case Studies, Vol. Ill, p. 180. 

President Truman’s address to Congress, March 1947. In his memoirs, Present at 
the Creation (New York: W. W. Norton, 1969), Dean Acheson has written (p. 194): 

When the: attempt moved beyond the Soviet-occupied areas of Eastern 
Europe to West Germany, the Balkans, and the Middle East, the United 
States Government gave fair warning that, if necessary, it was prepared to 
meet Soviet force with American force, rather than with mere protests and 
resolutions in the United Nations. The first warning was given in August 
1946 but Stalin continued to probe cautiously and to receive firm but cau¬ 
tious responses until June 1950, when throwing off pretense, he made an 
attack in force through a satellite on the other side of the world in Korea. 
Here the American response was unequivocal. 
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dictate the American response to insurgency. Dean Acheson remembers 
speaking to Congressional leaders, in preparation for massive U.S. military 
aid to Greece in 1947, along the following lines: 

Like apples in a barrel infected by one rotten one, the corruption of 
Greece would infect Iran and all to the east. It would also carry infec¬ 
tion to Africa through Asia Minor and Egypt, and to Europe through 
Italy and France, already threatened by the strongest domestic Com¬ 
munist parties in Western Europe. The Soviet Union was playing one 
of the greatest gambles in history at minimal cost. It did not need to 
win all the possibilities. Even one or two offered immense gains. We 
and we alone were in a position to break up the play.^^ 

Several years later, in the mid-1950’s. President Eisenhower viewed the 
situation in Southeast Asia in similar terms. As he has written: “...if 
Indochina fell, not only Thailand but Burma and Malaya would be 
threatened, with added risks to East Pakistan and South Asia as well as to 
all Indonesia.”^^ 

However disreputable the Domino Theory has now become, it was prob¬ 
ably a fairly effective operative assumption in the earlier post-war period, 
instilling in Washington the will to resist and prevent what might other¬ 
wise have been a series of comparatively easy communist victories in the 
Balkans, the Middle East, and Asia. These victories could have isolated 
large segments of those areas from normal international traffic and com¬ 
merce. The assumption that the theory was valid for a number of years 
derives mainly from the fact that successful insurgencies during these 
years often depended on the willingness of a contiguous state to provide 
materiel support and sanctuary to the insurgents. Large-scale support by 
the major communist nations often depended on this condition, without 
which success was, in the past, much less likely. 

Since World War II, it seems clear that there were two peak periods of 
concern in Washington’s perception of the threat of local conflict. The 
first came in the immediate post-war years, when European governments 
were trying to reestablish or redefine their colonial relationships and Sta¬ 
linist Russia was embarked on a series of global thrusts. The second peak 
period came in the immediate post-Sputnik years (1958 to 1962) when the 
establishment of new states in Africa and Asia reached its numerical peak, 
politico-military instabilities were very high, and the Khrushchev regime 
was at the height of its missile rattling style of diplomacy. In this period, 

Acheson, op. cit., p. 219. 

Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate for Change (New York: Signet Books, 1965), 
p. 404. 
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Soviet doctrinal support of “warst of liberation” (e.g., in Cuba, the Congo, 
Vietnam, and Laos) became explicit and appeared to the west to be ab¬ 
normally dangerous. 

Partly as a consequence, few U.S. defense issues received greater atten¬ 
tion in the 1960’s than counter-insurgency. Starting in 1961, when Presi¬ 
dent Kennedy entered office, American concerns over the apparent success 
of communist insurgency began to crystallize into a new structuring of 
American general-purpose forces, especially as part of the new doctrine of 
flexible response which replaced what was regarded as an inflexible and 
unworkable doctrine of massive retaliation.^® The emphasis on counter¬ 
insurgency created a new military emphasis on Green Berets, pre-position¬ 
ing military stockpiles, fast-deployment logistics ships, and massive long- 
range airlifts, all of which signalled a clear U.S. intention to intervene di¬ 
rectly against communist insurgency.^^ The Cuban revolution and the 
subsequent Bay of Pigs invasion, as well as rising concerns about the 
course of events in Laos and Vietnam, gave the strongest reinforcement 
to those who argued in favor of meeting the communist threat precisely at 
its point of most rapid advancement. It is instructive to review the docu¬ 
ments of that period as a reminder of how readily many of those who now 
condemn the war in Vietnam then accepted the clear and high-minded 
logic of a U.S. policy of counter-insurgency. 

It did not take long, of course, for second thoughts to set in. It seems 
doubtful, in fact, that President Kennedy ever really placed the unqual¬ 
ified emphasis on counter-insurgency that is credited to him.^"^ One of the 
clearest signs of emerging caution was provided by Defense Secretary 
Robert McNamara’s famous speech at Montreal in May, 1966, in which 
he said: 

... the United States has no mandate from on high to police the world, 
and no inclination to do so.... The plain truth is the day is coming 
when no single nation, however powerful, can undertake by itself to 
keep the peace outside its own borders. Regional and international or¬ 
ganizations for peacekeeping purposes are as yet rudimentary, but they 
must grow in experience and be strengthened by deliberate and prac¬ 
tical cooperative action.^® 

®®See, for example, Maxwell Taylor, The Uncertain Trumpet (New York: Harper 
and Brothers, 1959). 

At least to this writer, it also seems apparent that UN peacekeeping, foundering 
in the wake of the Congo operation and the death of Dag Hammarskjold, probably 
received its coup de grace when official Washington headed down the road of flexible 
response. 

®^See, for example, his second State of the Union message, which points out 
America’s inability to manage the world’s revolutionary tides. 

^^The New York Times, May. 19, 1966, p. 11. 
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Read five years later, this statmeent reflects the slowly emerging viewpoint 
that it was time to review the potential for a truly international security¬ 
keeping system in the Third World to augment and slowly supplant the 
present alliance systems. Although there are many reasons to believe that 
such an attempt would not have worked (e.g., continuing Soviet opposi¬ 
tion, hesitancy in the UN Secretariat, middle-power disenchantment, and 
disinterest in the less developed countries, to name only a few), it still 
seems regretable that the United States did not take more positive steps 
to show its interest in and willingness to pursue this goal.^^ 

The American agonies during 1965-1968 can now be discerned as a 
watershed period in reorienting American attitudes toward security in the 
Third World. It was a period in which the full potential costs of U.S. in¬ 
tervention were brought home to the American public as they had earlier 
been demonstrated to the French people both in Vietnam and Algeria. 
Since 1968, and the advent of a new Administration, the viewpoint has 
emerged in Washington, further enforced by the events of May 1970, that 
concomitant with withdrawal from Vietnam, the United States must also 
limit the kinds of situations which can lead to direct U.S. military involve¬ 
ment in the less developed countries. This viewpoint, enunciated as the 
Nixon Doctrine, also assumes that American allies in these countries must 
be encouraged to develop their own capabilities for self-defense and that 
the United States, for its part, must be prepared to adopt a generous role 
in providing military assistance. The Nixon Doctrine is more a statement 
of attitudes befitting the current political climate than a set of operation¬ 
al policies. This is not necessarily a bad thing, given the continuing need 
for American flexibility in an uncertain world. However severe the trau¬ 
ma of Vietnam may have been, it still seems obvious that the United States, 
with its diverse private and public interests abroad, will not be able to 
ignore the issues of military security in the less developed world during 
the 1970’s. 

Some Possible Future Trends of U.S. Security Policy in the Third World 

“Historically,” C.G. Jung writes, “it is chiefly in times of physical, polit¬ 
ical, economic and spirtual distress that men’s eyes turn with anxious 
hope to the future, and when anticipations, utopias and apocalyptic vi¬ 
sions multiply.This observation may help to explain the recent out- 

®®For a detailed discussion of the future potential of UN peacekeeping see The 
United States and UN Peacekeeping: A View Toward the 1910's, a study prepared 
under the author’s direction by Bolt, Beranek and Newman Inc. of Cambridge, Mas¬ 
sachusetts, for the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, International becur- 
ity Affairs (November 1966). 

G. Jung, The Undiscovered Self (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1957), p. 11. 
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pouring of forecasts and predictions of future trends. Here, a few possibil¬ 
ities about the 1970’s are suggested in order to assess the validity of some 
of the now prevailing views about the future U.S. role in the security of 
the Third World. Taking a very broad look at possible future trends, at 
least seven different types of military conflict short of general war suggest 
themselves as possibilities in the 1970’s: 

1. A continuation of the combined interstate-internal military con¬ 
flicts in Southeast Asia, with a great deal of external involvement 
and support; 

2. The continuing rise of urban terrorism in Latin America and a cor¬ 
responding decline of the semi-romantic rural insurgency; 

3. The growing importance of interstate conflict in the Middle East, 
with increased potential for major power confrontation, and a 
probable relative decline in the importance of insurgency; 

4. Potential warfare involving the colonial remnants and racial con¬ 
frontation in Africa south of the Sahara; 

5. The continuing use of terrorism in all its forms by dissident or 
separatist groups in the advanced industrial societies; 

6. Popular reformist uprisings in Eastern Europe, with possible spill¬ 
overs into the west; and 

7. Finally, Korea should continue to be regarded as a very special 
and very dangerous situation. 

This list, to the extent that it is valid, suggests that insurgency per se, while 
still very important, may be a smaller element in the total security envi¬ 
ronment of the 1970’s than it was in the 1960’s. Insurgency may be brack¬ 
eted by interstate war on the one side and low-level violence and terrorism 
on the other side, interacting with both and standing less often by itself 
as a source of major policy concern to the United States. Among the most 
critical determining factors of future trends will be the attitudes and ac¬ 
tions of the Soviet Union and Communist China. A few other nations, 
such as Cuba and North Vietnam, should still be regarded as potential 
exporters of violence, but they are inherently limited in the scale of their 
promotional efforts. 

The Soviet role in local conflicts will, of course, be a major determinant 
of American perceptions. One important new trend that became visible 
in the later 1960’s was what appeared to be Moscow’s own belated version 
of Washington’s fast-deployment, general-purpose forces of the early 
1960’s. As Thomas Wolfe has written regarding the emerging Soviet capa¬ 
bilities for military intervention: 

... the present regime has moved in this direction building on measures 

initiated in the Khrushchev era to improve Soviet amphibious and 
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airlift capabilities, to train the reactivated marine forces (naval infan¬ 
try) in landing operations, and to secure base arrangements growing 
out of Soviet military aid programs abroad. The dispatch of Soviet 
naval units, including special landing vessels, to the Mediterranean in 
connection with the 1967 Arab-Israeli crisis was a clear example of 
this trend.'^^ 

Moscow obviously prefers to support established national governments 
that are regarded as progressive in socialist terms and that can be expect¬ 
ed to provide a generally cooperative environment for Soviet programs 
abroad. Coincident with this preference has been a continuing sense of 
caution about providing support directly to anti-government insurgent 
groups such as A1 Fatah. In the post-Khrushchev era, and probably also in 
the wake of the Congo fiasco, Moscow’s rhetoric concerning wars of liber¬ 
ation has toned down considerably.^^ In general, the establishment of re¬ 
lations with friendly regimes, including the acquisition of base rights, will 
be implemented whenever an opportunity presents itself. This will prob¬ 
ably continue to be an important element of Soviet foreign policy in the 
1970’s, especially in cases where strategically located nations can be weaned 
away from western ties and influences by means of political and eco¬ 
nomic aid. This strategy is now reinforced and supported by a token 
umbrella of Soviet security guarantees based on the new capability to de¬ 
ploy not only general-purpose forces but also strategic systems. (The 
Allende regime in Chile, for example, combining a constitutional man¬ 
date with a Marxist philosophical base, might appear to Moscow to be an 
ideal candidate for such efforts.) The risk to western interests in all of this 
is the potential Soviet use of cooperative nations as warehouses, opera¬ 
tional bases, or proxies for the further fomenting of conflict and insur¬ 
gency. This will be covered by a Soviet strategic presence of nuclear sub¬ 
marines and long-range strategic aircraft operating from bases in the 
Caribbean, Mediterranean, and Indian Ocean. 

The Chinese potential for fomenting insurgencies along its territorial 
borders will remain considerable in the 1970’s, even though many China 
watchers continue to emphasize Peking’s innate sense of caution about 
foreign involvement. However, it seems likely that China may be both 
willing and able, when specific foreign policy purposes are served, to sup- 

Thomas W. Wolfe, “Soviet Military Policy,” Current History^ October 1967, 
pp. 7-8. 

Although, as Joshua and Gibert point out, this terminology does not, in 
Moscow’s view, refer exclusively to insurgencies but to any Third World conflict 
in which there is a Soviet preference. See Wynfred Joshua and Stephen Gibert, Arms 
for the Third World: Soviet Military Aid Diplomacy (Baltimore: The Johns Hop¬ 
kins Press, 1969), pp. 11.1-116. 
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port insurgency in other Asian nations. Recent efforts in Vietnam, Thai¬ 
land, and Burma, and future possibilities in all of these areas plus India’s 
northeastern provinces and even Pakistan, support the general expecta¬ 
tion that China will occasionally play such a role. The Chinese may also 
continue to provide long-range support of distant insurgencies, particu¬ 
larly where the Soviet Union is too cautious to act—for example, in sup¬ 
port of insurgent groups in Africa and the Middle East. As Chinese ship¬ 
ping construction expands, this capability will grow, but it will still be 
restricted by domestic priorities and diplomatic isolation in the 1970’s 
and may often create unacceptable risks of international opprobrium to 
many of the potential recipients. In the main, however, the principal 
Chinese impact on regional security and insurgency will lie in contiguous 
areas of Southeast Asia, where a confusing array of insurgencies, com¬ 
bined with incursions by regular forces from proxy states across long and 
poorly policed borders, will continue to provide tempting opportunities 
for Chinese advantage. The most severe challenge that this threat presents 
to Washington is that, as Vietnam demonstrated, it is usually possible to 
achieve a military standoff in the field but not to obtain a victory in the 
western sense. Since achievement of the standstill is costly, American 
popular support is difficult to maintain. 

In the wake of the aborted insurgency conducted by Che Guevara and 
a small band of guerrillas imported into Bolivia in 1967, we may have seen 
the end, for the time being, of the semi-romantic style of rural guerrilla 
movements in Latin America. This type of effort, based on Castro’s ex¬ 
ample in the Sierra Maestra and finding its earlier antecedents in the 
Long March, assumed that a guerrilla force could live and grow among the 
population, surprise and harass the regular forces, and gradually under¬ 
mine the authority of the central government until the time arrived for a 
total seizure of power. In recent years, however, governments have been 
learning to maintain their composure in the face of this type of threat and 
to conduct counter-insurgent operations that are well matched to the 
scope and locale of the insurgency. At least partly in consequence, a new 
and possibly less threatening type of violence has emerged in urban cen¬ 
ters, not only in Latin America but in North America and Western Eu¬ 
rope as well. 

The Tupamaros in Uruguay are probably among the most ruthless 
practitioners of urban terrorism, and there are many similar movements 
in Latin America. Compared with the relatively clear aims of the earlier 
rural insurgencies patterned along the lines of Mao, Castro, and the 
F.L.N. in Algeria, it is more difficult to understand where the terrorists be- 
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lieve they are headed and how quickly they expect to get there. The ano¬ 
nymity imposed by terrorist activities is really not conducive to the estab¬ 
lishment of a leadership that can become known and admired by the pop¬ 
ulace or of a clear alternative to the government in power. Furthermore, 
the operating methods of the urban guerrillas fail to create an image of 
either benevolence or leadership. Castro, leading his small band in the 
Sierra Maestra, could present himself, through the foreign press and other 
media, as a popular and heroic figure. Those who murder, kidnap, rob 
banks, and plant explosives are in a far less favorable position. It is no 
wonder that established governments can view them with greater equa¬ 
nimity and tolerate at least some level of violence, even in their capital 
cities. 

The style and trappings of urban terrorism involve bank robberies (as 
a source of operating funds), kidnapping domestic and foreign officials 
as a means of political extortion, robbing armories and national arms de¬ 
pots to provide arms, ammunition, and explosives, bombing public build¬ 
ings, schools, and industrial facilities (usually after a telephone warning 
permits the evacuation of people), and occasionally murder. The much- 
publicized airline hijackings of recent years are another major element of 
the new style. Even in the advanced industrial countries, these activities 
have become relatively common. They are normally carried out by a new 
generation of young activists within existing minority groups, which have 
a sense of grievance against the system and an impatience with or dis¬ 
belief in due process. Some obvious examples are the Quebec separatists, 
the Basques, and the religious minority in Northern Ireland. In the less 
developed countries, the use of the tactics catalogued above may possibly 
provide a greater potential for escalation or even the political victory of 
the dissident elements, but it still seems doubtful that this will usually 
prove to be the case. 

In the immediate aftermath of the 1967 War, Israeli commentators 
were quick and accurate in their predictions of an Arab movement to¬ 
ward guerrilla warfare. The Palestine Liberation Army (PLA), consisting 
of about 7,000 men stationed mainly in Egypt and Syria, and the larger 
A1 Fatah, many of whom are stationed in Jordan and Lebanon, have been 
financed by the wealthy oil-producing states such as Saudi Arabia and Ku¬ 
wait; trained by the more militant states such as Iraq, Egypt, Syria, and 
possibly other Arab states such as Algeria; and armed with Soviet and 
possibly Chinese weapons supplied through these states. Other less mili¬ 
tant states such as Jordan and Lebanon have, of necessity, permitted op¬ 
erations from their territories. The ostensibly stateless insurgent move- 
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ment, over whose actions no established government admits jurisdiction, 
introduced a new and murky element into the Arab-Israeli conflict. The 
Soviet Union was reportedly wary of supplying arms to the Palestine guer¬ 
rilla movements, precisely because of the political volatility of the situa¬ 
tion.**^ The Chinese, on the other hand, pursuant to an agreement said 
to have been reached in March 1965, have apparently supplied arms to 
the Palestine Liberation Organization. A1 Fatah has been equipped with 
Soviet 240mm Katyusha rockets similar to those used by the Viet Cong. 
The Soviets are said to have denied urgent requests by A1 Fatah for anti¬ 
aircraft guns.**^ 

However important the Arab guerrillas have been or will remain, it 
seems most likely that the Arab-Israeli conflict will continue to retain a 
primarily interstate character. The principal reason is the continuing up¬ 
grading of Egyptian forces by the Soviet Union, creating the necessity for 
the Israeli forces to maintain a balance of power. Second, the Israelis have 
been adamant in their refusal to acknowledge the disclaimers of neigh¬ 
boring states regarding the lack of jurisdiction over the guerrillas, demon¬ 
strating their determination to raise any ostensibly irregular or guerrilla 
action to the level of interstate conflict. Finally, the Arab guerrillas have 
been such a disturbing influence to their host governments that a consid¬ 
erable amount of friction has developed between the two. Consequently, 
although the guerrilla movements will probably remain important and 
may execute some spectacular operations such as the airline hijackings of 
1970, their actual achievements will be limited. The real danger in the 
Middle East will continue to lie in the confrontation of increasingly so¬ 
phisticated national military forces and, if Soviet actions continue along 
their present course, of the increasing presence of major power forces in 
conjunction with local forces. 

The reported attack on Conakry in November 1970, allegedly backed 
by Portuguese military elements, reminds us that Africa, especially in the 
areas around the Portuguese colonies of Angola, Mozambique, and Portu¬ 
guese Guinea and among the states bordering Rhodesia, is still one of the 
potentially most significant areas of conflict during the 1970’s. As the U.S. 
position during the Nigerian civil war indicates, this country has been 
generally inclined to avoid involvement ever since the Congo crisis of the 
early 1960’s. It seems most likely that, unless U.S. citizens or facilities were 
directly threatened, e.g., U.S. military facilities in Ethiopia that might be 

^ John K. Cooley, “Soviets Deny Arms to Arab Guerrillas,” The Christian Science 
Monitor, 25 January 1969, p. 1. 

^Mbid. 
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threatened during internal conflict with the Eritrean rebels or during in¬ 
terstate conflict with the Somalis, the United States will show a strong 
preference to stand aloof from military conflict on the African continent. 
But that is not the same as saying that conflict should not be expected, on 
a fairly broad scale, during the decade. The enormous casualties that have 
been incurred in the internal and essentially racial wars of Chad and the 
Sudan indicate what can probably be expected in the 1970’s. It is most 
unfortunate that international peacekeeping and mediation agencies have 
not been able to assist in these situations. 

Finally, a few words may be in order about low-level violence in the 
western industrial countries and the potential for popular uprisings in 
Eastern Europe during the coming decade even though these topics lie 
somewhat apart from our subject of insurgencies. The advanced industrial 
societies of the west, precisely because of their tolerance, are especially 
susceptible to violent divisions, particularly in the presence of acutely dis¬ 
turbing factors—for example, a severe economic depression. Our chal¬ 
lenge is to maintain a sense of perspective about low-level violence. 
McLuhan identifies one of the difficulties when he writes: 

Our highly literate societies are at a loss as they encounter the new 
structures of opinion and feeling that result from instant and global 
information. They are still in the grip of “points of view” and of hab¬ 
its of dealing with things one at a time. Such habits are quite crippling 
in any electric structure of information movement.'*^ 

Those who have grown up in the “electric structure of information move¬ 
ment” are more inclined than their predecessors to act on the basis of in¬ 
stincts than logic. Furthermore, their operating styles are quickly trans¬ 
mitted from country to country, by a sort of instant imagery. The sim¬ 
ilarity of styles in Uruguay, Brazil, Canada, Spain, the United States, 
Northern Ireland, Germany, and elsewhere is no accident; but it is eni- 
phatically not a sign of some new monolith deliberately orchestrating 
an attack on the world’s institutions. 

In spite of the west’s susceptibility to low-level violence, it seems more 
likely that the rigid and unyielding regimes of Eastern Europe will, in the 
end, suffer most from the freedoms and dynamism of the age of instant 
communication. In fact, one of the most crucial challenges to western 
policy-makers in the 1970’s may be to choose a course of humane re¬ 
sponse to the revolution of rising expectations in Eastern Europe. 

In conclusion, it seems clear that even the agonies of the Vietnam ex- 

McLuhan, op. cit., p. 297. 
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perience will not lead to a full-fledged American retreat from the less 
developed world and its security affairs. Obviously, the 1970’s will have 
to be a “cool” decade from a policy standpoint. Some low-level violence 
at home and abroad will have to be treated with great tolerance, but just 
as obviously, there will be crises in which the outcome matters a great 
deal to the United States and which will demand an American response. 
If that were not the case, this country would already have evacuated all 
of its forces from Vietnam and denied military assistance to Israel and 
Cambodia, and it would not be seeking to balance Soviet naval power in 
the Indian Ocean. 

Generally, however, we must remind ourselves that a peaceful, non¬ 
military environment, characterized by free international trade and trans¬ 
portation, usually favors both the west and the less developed countries 
and is, in fact, the most revolutionary influence that can be introduced 
into the developing world—raising expectations, making socio-economic 
discrepancies more obvious, and creating a turbulence that, however dis¬ 
turbing it may occasionally be, will almost certainly produce beneficial 
effects over the long term. On the other hand, a militarized environment, 
for example in the Mediterranean area, generally favors the more militant 
and less liberal powers because it tends to suppress the free intercourse of 
trade and transportation among large numbers of states and emphasizes 
the symetrically arrayed military power of only two very large states— 
thus perpetuating the myth of a dual Russian-American hegemony. Gen¬ 
erally, the Soviet Union lacks a very impressive ability to engage in peace¬ 
ful trade and commerce, but its strategic and general-purpose deployments 
abroad seem to be increasingly threatening.'*® Just as generally, the United 
States finds its main strength on the international scene in the commercial 
and technological realms. It seems reasonable to suggest that the United 
States should, in the 1970’s, risk presenting a less military face to the de¬ 
veloping world. Even in the face of Soviet or Chinese military threats, the 
U.S. should make even greater efforts than it has in the past to augment 
the flow of normal trade, tourism, and commerce between the less devel¬ 
oped states and the world at large by means of its many available mechan¬ 
isms of aid, finance, and enterprise. 

Washington has clearly recognized the delicate balancing act that 
will be needed to deal with'localized military crises of the 1970’s—in par- 

“For example, the ominous build-up in Cuba, including the facilities at Cien- 
fuegos capable of accommodating nuclear submarines and the numerous visits of TU- 
95 long-range reconnaissance aircraft. (See Aviation Week^ December 21, 1970, pp. 
16-17.) 
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ticular, the need to keep a lower profile without abandoning whole seg¬ 
ments of the world’s population to regressive influences. One hopes that, 
despite the Administration’s apparent disenchantment with the efforts 
of civilian defense planners and the “think tanks” that assist them, some 
capability, greater than what now exists, will be rebuilt to deal with the 
complexities of the Nixon Doctrine in a period of continuing tension. 


















